
13322 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE May 22, 1967 
This is hardly a decis1pn which will have 

catastrophic consequences. But it promises 
to raise one more barrier against the pollee 
in the performance of their duty, and there 
are already barriers enough. 
• Judge Murphy held that an arrest for dis
orderly conduct based on the use of "loud 
and boisterous" language in public, whatever 
this may mean, is illegal unless at least three 
persons are involved. To support this, he wen~ 
back 49 years to a decision by the Court of 
Appeals which held that if three or more 
persons assemble for a purpose which, if 
executed, could constitute a rout or a riot, 
but separate without carrying out their pur
pose, it constitutes "unlawful assembly." 

Disorderly conduct, based on the use of 
loud and boiste1'ous language, Js hardly the 
same thing as unlawful assembly. Further
more, it makes no sense to hold that con
duct which is unlawful 1f three people were 
involved is legal if only one or t-yvo are con
cerned. 

For our part, we hope the other General 
Sessions judges will not follow this irra
tional ruling. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. -

The legislative _clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the qUOI1Uil call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. , Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TUESDAY 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, if there is no other business to be 
brought before the Senate, I move, in 
accordance with the previous order, that 
the Senate stand in adjournment until 
12 o'clock noon on Tuesday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2 
o'clock and 12 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until Tuesday, May 23, 1967, 
at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFffiMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate May 19, 1967: 
IN THE Am FoRCE 

The following otficers for appointment in 
the Air Force Reserve, to the grade indicated, 
under the provisi?ns of chapter 35 and sec
tions 8373 and 8376, title 10, of the United 
States Code~ 

To be mafor generals 
Brig. Gen. John s. Bagby, ·FV4065a·o, Air 

Force Reserve. ; 
Brig. Gen. Robert F. Goldsworthy, FV 

398709, Air Force Reserve. 
Brig. Gen. John A. Lang, Jr., FV569020, 

Air Force Reserve. 
Brig. Gen. John S. Patton, FV1851377, Air 

Force Reserve. 
To be brigadier generals ~ 

Col. James E. Fain, Jr., FV571605, Air Force 
Reserve. 

Col. Ben J. Mangina, FV490249, Air Force 
Reserve. 

Col. Robert B. Mautz, FV1820787, Air Porce 
Reserve. 

Col. Jack R. Miller, .FV852874, A1r Force 
Res~rve. 

Col. Leon c. Packer, PV482101, Air Poroe 
Reserve. 

Col. Kenneth C. Spengler, FV385107, Air 
Force Reserve. 

Col. Frank H. Spink, Jr., FV562106, Air 
Force Reserve. 
Th~ following officers for appointment as 

Reserve commissioned otficers in the U.S. Air 
Force, to the grade indicated, under the pro
visions of sections 8218, 8351, 8363, and 8392, 
title 10, of the United States Code: 

To be major generals 
Brig_ Gen. Edward G. Johnson, FG421750, 

Oklahoma Air National Guard. 
Brig. Gen. Donald J. Strait, FG796042, New 

Jersey Air National Guard. 
To be brigadier generals 

Col. Robert E. Buechler, FG666236, Missouri 
Air National Guard. 

Col. Doyle w. Hastie, FG722064, Oklahoma 
Air National Guard. 

Col. Paul E. Hoover, FG2083068, 0111o Air 
National Guard. · 

Col. Victor F. KUkowski, FG824646, Mary
land Air National Guard. 

Col. Joe F. Meis, FG2006856, Colorado Air 
National Guard. 

Col. Peter R. Ph1111py, FG701154, Pennsyl
vania Air National Guard . 

Col. Oliver S. Ryerson, FG680085, Wisconsin 
Air National Guard. 

Col. Alfred C. Schwab, Jr., FG727560, Min
nesota Air National Guard. 

Col. Marvel M. Taylor, Jr., FG739362, Cali
fornia Air National Guard. 

Col. Edwin Warfield III, FG829783, Mary
land Air National Guard. 

Col. Rodger D. Young, FG2043130, Montana 
Air National Guard. 

Col. Joseph D. Zink, FG825058, New Jersey 
Air N a tiona! Guard. 

IN THE ARMY 
The following-named otficers, under the 

provisions of title 10, United States Code, 
section 3066, to be assigned to positions of 
importance and responsib111ty designated by 
the President under subsection (a) of section 
3066, ~n grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant generals 
Maj. Gen. Hugh McClellan Exton, 019780, 

U.S. Army. 
Maj. Gen. James Dyce Alger, 019848, U.S. 

Army. 
IN THE NAVY 

Vice Adm. Ignatius J. Galantin, u.s. Navy, 
having been designated, under the provisions 
of title 10, United States Code, section 5231, 
for commands and other duties determined 
by the President to be within the contempla
tion of said section, for appointment to the 
grade of admiral while so serving. 

The following-named otficers of the Naval 
Reserve for temporary promotion to the 
grade of rear admiral subject to qualifica
tion therefor as provided by law: 

LINE 

Don C. Bowman, Jr. Wllliam H. Longley 
Robert P. Owens Edwin J. Zimmer-

mann, Jr. 
MEDICAL CORPS 

George H. Reifenstein 
DENTAL CORPS 

Harry G. Ewart 

SUPPLY CORPS 
George F. Baughman 
Heinz H. Loetfier 

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS 
Arthur H. Padula. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 
The nominations beginning Donald F. 

Arnts, to be captain, and ending Daniel 0. 
Williams, to be second lieutenant, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
May 11, 1967. 

lfOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MONDAY, MAY 22, 1967 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Trust in the Lord with all thine heart; 

and lean not unto thine own under
standing. In all thy ways acknowledge 
Him, and He shall direct thy paths. Prov
erbs 3: 5, 6. 

Our Father God, Thou hast given us 
the morning light, give us also the morn
ing blessing as we lift our hearts unto 
Thee in prayer. 

Grant unto us the blessing of wis
dom-not only to make wise choices, but 
also to :find the right paths we ought to 
take. Lift high our vision that we may 
see clearly and be given courage to walk 
in Thy way. 

Grant unto us the blessing of love. 
Deepen our understanding, expand our 
sympathy, enlarge our capacity for good 
will. Give us grace to rise above the low 
prejudices that separate man from man 
and help us to enter the realm of high 
principles where men are brought to
gether in spirit and in love. 

Grant unto us the blessing of faith
in these difficult and trying times may 
we keep our faith with Thee and in Thee, 
and may this faith keep us strong and 
pure and good. 

As statesmen grant us wisdom, grant 
us love, grant us faith that in these days 
we fail not man nor Thee, through Christ 
our Lord. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, May 18, 1967, was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar

rington, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend
ment bills and concurrent resolutions of 
the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 1587. An act for the relief of Richard 
L. Bass; 

H.R. 1646. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
A. E. Housley; 

H.R. 4064. An act for the rellef of Agnes C. 
Stowe; 

H. Con. Res. 200. Concurrent resolution to 
print as a House document the Constitution 
of the United States; 

H. Con. Res. 279. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies of 
the committee print entitled "Metropolitan 
America: Challenge to Federalism"; 

H. Con. Res. 291. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies of 
committee hearings entitled "Special Inquiry 
on Invasion of Privacy" and "The Computer 
and Invasion of Privacy"; and 

H. Con. Res. 309. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies of 
"World Communist Movement---selective 
Chronology 1818-1957 Prepared by the Legis
lative Reference Service of the Library of 
Congress-Volume 4, 1954-55," 89th Con
gress, first session. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
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requested, bills and a concurrent resolu
tion of the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 5357. An act to amend section 552 of 
title 5, United States Code, to codify the 
provisions of Public Law 89--487; 

H.R. 9029. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and re
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1968, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 9481. An act making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1967, and for other purposes; and 

H. Con. Res. 221. Concurrent resolution to 
print as a House document "How Our Laws 
Are Made." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 9029) entitled "An act 
making appropriations for the Depart
ment of the Interior and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, 
'and for other purposes," requests a con
ference with the House on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. 
McCLELLAN, Mr. BIBLE, Mr. BYRD of West 
Virginia, Mr. MuNDT, and Mr. YoUNG of 
North Dakota to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 9481> entitled "An act 
making supplemental appropriations for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and 
for other purposes," requests a confer
ence with the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. PASTORE, Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. 
HAYDEN, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. McCLELLAN, 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. MON
RONEY, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. MUNDT, Mr. 
YoUNG of North Dakota, Mrs. SMITH, and 
Mr. KucHEL to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills, joint and con
current resolutions of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 61. An act for the relief of Dr. Jose 
Carlos Suarez-Dtaz; 

s. 62. An act for the relief of Dr. Pablo E. 
T.a.blo; 

S. 68. An act for the reMef of Dr. Noel 0. 
Gonzalez; 

s. 71. An act for the relief of Darla Lorenzo 
Plaitas-Prohlas; 

8.123. An act for the relief of Kalthleen 
Styles; 

s. 174. An act for the rellef of Dr. Eduardo 
Gonzalez; 

8.189. An act for the rellef of Juliano 
Barboza Amado ·and Manuel Socorro Ba.r
bozaAmado; 

s. 221. An act for the reuer: or Dr. Armando 
Perez Simon; 

S. 281. An act to increase the amount of 
real property which may be held by the 
American Academy in Rome; 

S. 344. An act for the relief of Louts Beaud 
(Brother Amable) ; 

S. 603. An act for the relief of Dr. Angel 
Reaud, also known as Angel Reaud Ramos 
Izquierdo; 

s. 676. An act for the rellef of Magaly 
Jane; 

S. 610. An act for the relief of Lilliana 
Grasseschi Baroni; 

S. 613. An act for the rellef of Manuel 
Rodriguez-Fernandez; 

S. 653. An act for the relief of Capt. Robert 
C. Crisp, U.S. Air Force; 

s .. 809. An act for the relief of Dr. Youssef 
(Joseph) Sellm Hasbanl; 

S. 821. An act for the relief of Dr. Julio 
Domingo Hernandez; 

S. 906. An act for the relief of Luis Tapia 
Davila; 

S. 97~. An act for the relief of Zofia Wal
asek; 

S. 985. An act for the relief of Warren 
F. Coleman, Jr.; 

s. 1021. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Luis Navarro; 

8.1160. An act to amend the Communi
cations Act of 1934 by extending and im
proving the provisions thereof relating to 
grants for construction of educational tele
vision broadcasting !ac111ties, by authoriz
ing assistance in the construction of non
commercial educational radio broadcasting 
fac111tles, by establi~hlng a nonprofit cor
poration to assist in establishing innova
tive educational programs, to facilitate edu
cational program avallab111ty, and to aid 
the operation of educational broadcasting 
fac111ties; and to authorize a comprehen
sive study of instructional television and 
radio; and for other purposes; 

8. 1354. An act for the relief of Dr. Bong 
Oh Kim; 

S. Con. Res. 15. Concurrent resolution to 
recognize the 176th anniversary of the ad
mission of the Commonwealth of Kentucky 
to the Union; 

S. Con. Res. 23. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies 
of the hearings entitled "Federal Role in 
Urban Affairs"; 

S.J. Res. ll. Joint resolution to designate 
the third Sunday in June of each year as 
Father's Day; 

S.J. Res. 19. Joint resolution providing for 
the establishment of an · annual National 
Farmers Week; 

S.J. Res. 26. Joint resolution designating 
February of each year as "American History 
Month"; 

S.J. Res. 28. Joint resolution authorizlng 
the President to proclaim the fourth week in 
April in every year as National Coin Week; 

S.J. Res. 41. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to designate the week of July 
23 through July 29, 1967, as "Professional 
Photography Week"; 

S.J. Res. 44. Joint resolution to amend lthe 
joint resolution entitled "Joint resolution to 
establish the first week in October of each 
year as National Employ the Physically 
Handicapped Week," approved August 11, 
1945 (59 Stat. 5SO) , so as to broaden the 
appllcab1llty of such resolution to all handi
capped workers; 

S.J. Res. 69. Joint resolution requesting the 
President to proclaim the month of May 1967, 
as National Home Improvement Month; 

S.J. Res. 72. Joint resolution to provide for 
the designation of the second week of May 
of each year as "National School Safety Patrol 
Week"; and 

S.J. Res. 74. Joint resolution to provide for 
the formulation, adoption, administration, 
and periodic updating of a comprehensive 
plan for the U.S. Capitol Grounds and con
tiguous related and 1n1luenoing areas. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
PERMISSION TO FILE A PRIVI
LEQED REPORT 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the Committee on 
Appropriations have until midnight to
night to file a privileged report on a b111 
making appropriations for the Depart
ments of Labor and Health, Education, 
and Welfare for the fiscal year 1968. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I reserve all 

points of order on the bill. 

CHARLES K. PURCELL 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, young 

Charles K. Purcell is dead. He was 19. His 
parents live in V&Jparatso 1n my district. 
Charles died in Vietnam earlier this 
month. Two weeks before his death he 
wrote a poem. His mother gave it to me 
when she told me that he had made the 
supreme sa~riflce for America. This 19-
year-old had a home and a wonderful 
family. He had a girl friend, too, and a 
great many friends for he was a whole
some American boy. All of them know 
what he has done and what other 19-
year-olds are doing for our country. Per
haps his poem will help the rest of us to 
do more-even just a little more-to 
bring about victory. 

The poem follows: 
DEPRESSED 

(By Charles K. Purcell II, April 25, 1967, 
Cam Ranh Bay, south Vietnam) 

I'm an American soldier, 
My Country I protect 

But I fight in Vietnam, 
Which I did not select. 

I was happy, I was care-free, 
St111 young and full of life. 

I was torn from my world 
To help end this strife. 

I didn't want this war, 
I Just can't see the light. 

It's for our homes and fam111es, 
SO I have come to fight. 

' The Cong is our enemy, 
The fight is always near. 

But at home the draft-card burners, 
Are attacking from the rear. 

At home they pay no notice, 
They could care less. 

"Let the fools go over there 
Heck, with the bloody mess". 

The clergy prays for us, 
The Mothers fret and cry. 

We lie here and hope and walt, 
At home they all just sigh 1 

"He was a good ole guy, 
Too bad it had to be. 

I know it is a terrible thing 
But better him than me". 

The girl friends drop the soldiers, 
They cannot walt for some, 

Who are fighting to protect them 
But never may come home. 

The war continues on 
SO I will let it ride. 

I can last for just a year, 
For God 1s on our side 1 

HISTORY RECORDS THE GREAT
NESS OF THE HEBREW PEOPLE 
Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of •the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr~ Speaker, history 

records the greatness of the Hebrew peo-
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ple, both in the land, of their otigin and 
in every other civilized l}atlon. They gave 
us .. our greatest her~tage, .the philosophy 
of the worth and dignity of man. This 
spirit is embodied in the soul of Amer
ica: "Proclaim liberty thrqughout all the 
land unto ~ all the inhabitants thereof"; 
the Bible, Leviticus 25: 10. 

The measurement of these people can 
be seen in the stability of their home life, 
their industry, a:q9 thei~ mpderation: Mr. 
Speaker, I admire these qualities and I 
accord respect to the nation from whence 
they come; such· respect indeed, Mr. 
Speaker,- ~that I cannot arid will not sit 
quietly by when it is threllitened by a so
called subsidized friend of ours which has 
publicly stated through its chief of state 
that its friendship of toleration ends 
when the subsidy ends. Israel is an ally 
worthy of the name; Egypt 1s not. 

We cannq.t permit Israel to be over
run. The primary responsibility would 
seem to rest with the United Nations and 
with us within that body to require 
action. While it is becoming for the 
strong to be meek, and to permit certain 
concessions, it is pever the will of a free 
people to accede to the greed of a tyrant. 
Willingness to be reasonable should not 
be misinterpreted by the Secretary Gen
eral of the United Nations as a license to 
favor our adversaries and those of our 
friends. 

Mr. Speaker, let there be no mistaken 
conclusions; the American people stand 
with Israel. 

'\..' 

CRIMINAL DETERRENCE AND 
REHABILITATION 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address ~the House for 
1 minute, to r,evise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous 
matter. , . . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? · 

There was. no objection. 
Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, those trying 

to conjure up a conflict between the FBI 
and the Ptesident's Crime Commission 
will serve the cause of law and order. 
The FBI says that the right way to fight 
crime is to strengthen deterrence. The 
Commission says that the right way to 
fight crime is to .strengthen rehabilita
tion. Neither disputes the other. Both 
are right. _ 

Recidivism statistics reported by the 
FBI illuminate a tragic truth. Most of 
the crime in this country is committed by 
repeaters. Some 57 percent of those re
leased from Federal custody in 1963 had 
been arrested again before June 1966. 
For those paroled, the figure was 82 per
cent. 

These statistics do not prove that re
habilitatloa is' unworkable. Nor do they 
prove that deterrence is obsolete. All 
they prove is that both are inadequate 
in their present ~orm. 

While we must not coddle criminals, 've 
must not be afraid to experiment with 
new techniques of criminal rehabilita
tion. While we must not impose cruel or 
unusual punishment, we must not be 
timid in flxil}g penalties commensurate 
with the o:ffense. ·Successful rehabilita-

tion saves · society the burden of a sec
ond offense and serves a humane . func
tion as well. Proper punishment not only 
attacks the problem of recidivism; if it is 
swift and certain, it helps to spare SQ
ciety the burden of the first offense by 
others. 

THE 1968 NATIONAL GOVERNORS' 
CONFERENCE TO BE HELD IN 
CINCINNATI, OHIO 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute; to revise ·and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of ·the gentleman .from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, Cincinnati, 

Ohio, has been chosen as the site for the 
1968 National Governors' Conference, 
June 9 to 12. This will be the second con- · 
secutive time . the Nation's Governors 
have met in Ohio during a presidentia-l 
campaign year and is a tribute to the 
energies of Gov. James A. Rhodes. 

The Queen City is an area on the 
move; 1967 marks the opening of the 
city's new underground parking garage, 
a new multistory office building, ,a mod
ern convention center, and many other 
fine additions ( to .Cincinnati's skyiine. 
Cincinnati's city council deserves credit 
for its vision, its courage, its dedication 
in inoving ahead on an ambitious urban 
development program-a program that 
is attracting major conventions, new. in
dustries, and events similar to the 1968 
National Governors' Conference. 

I know th~t my colleague, Congress
man DoN CLANCY; joins me in congratu
lating the city ·of Cincinnati, Gov. James 
A. Rhodes, Cincinnati Chamber oL'Com
merce, and all other individuals., and 
groups who worked long and bard to 
bring the National Governors' Confer
ence to Cincinnati. 

.. 
HOW OUR LAWS ARE MADE . 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous eonsent to take from the Speaker's 
fable the ·concurrent resolution <H. Con,. 
Res. 221) .:to pril}t as a House document 
"How Our · Laws Are Made," with an. 
amendment of the Senate thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
/current resolution. ' • . · 

The Clerk read the Senate amend
ment, as follows :c 

On page 1, after line 12, insert: 
"SEc. 2. There shall also be printed fifty

one thousand five hundred additional copies 
of such document for the use of the Senate." 

The SPEAK_ER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amentlment was ,concurred 

in. ' .. _ , 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

SITUATION IN THE NEAR EAST 
·' 

,Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the . HoUS'e for 

' .> 

1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. ·speaker, there is an 

old saying, every cloud has a silver lining. 
I just want to observe that if President 
Nasser of the United Arab Republic is 
foolish enough to send his tanks rolling 
into Israel, that silver lining is going to 
be the turning of a lot of the doves in 
this country into hawks immediately. 

r CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER.· Evidently, a quorum 
is nat present. · 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 96] 
Arends Green, Oreg . Railsbad : 
Ashley Hagan Rees 
Bolllng Halleck Resnick 
Bolton Henderson Riegle 
Broomfield Holifield Ronan 
Burton, Utah !chord Rostenkow':lki 
Cabell Irwin Roudebush 
Cahill Jones, Ala. Roybal 
Celler Kluczynski St. Onge 
Collier Long, La . Shriver 
Conyers Lukens Smith, N.Y. 
Cowger McEwen Smith, Okla. 
Daddario May Taylor 
Dickinson Miller, Calif. Teague, Tex. 
Diggs Moss Tiernan 
Dorn Murphy, N.Y. Vander Jagt 
Dulski • • Myers Whalley 
Fascell Nedzl Wlllis 
Fino O'Hara, Mich. Wilson, 
Fraser Ottinger Charles H. 
Gettys Passman Wolff 
Giaimo Pike Wyman 
Gibbons Pool Younger 

The SPEAKER .. On ' this ronc4.u 365 
Members have answered to their names~ 
a quorum. , 

By unan'inious consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

CORREGIDOR-BATAAN MEMORIAL . 
COMMISSION.:_REQUEST TO RE
TURN H.R. 3399 TO THE SENATE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before 

the House the following request from. 
the Senate. 

The Clerk read as foliows: 
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, 

• May 8, 1967. 
Ordered, That the Secretary be directed to 

request t):le House of Representatives to re
t}lrn to · the Senate the bill (H.R. 3399) en
titled "An Act to amend section 2 of Public 
Law 88-240 to extend tlle termination date 
for the Corregidor-Bataan Memorial Com
mission". 

The request was agreed to. 

NATIONAL MARITIME DAY 
Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 

Speake-r, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and ' extend my remarks, and to include 
extraneow;; z;natter:. ~ ·· 

The SPEAKER . . Is tllere objection ~to ..... -
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the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? · 1 • 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EDWARDS of - Alabama. Mr. 

Speaker, it·is only with ·a sense of shame 
and sorrow that we observe today as 
National Maritime Day. This is sup
posed to be a day on which we remind 
ourselves of a fine merchant fleet to 
serve America's world needs ·in peace
time and in war. 

It started on May 22, 1819, when the 
Savannah, the first steam-powered ves
sel, embarked on its first Atlantic cross
ing. Today its successor, the first nu
clear-powered cargo ship in the world, 
the NS Savannah, is under sentence of 
death in spite of its successful pioneer
ing in the field of nuclear energy applied 
to merchant shipping. ~ 

The U.S. merchant fleet h,as been al
lowed to deteriorate ,seriously as we wit
ness a continuing battle between the 
White House on one hand and the indus
try and labor on the other. It is a battle 
which has made shambles out of mer
chant marine policy, and there is no 
relief in sight. 

The only executive branch voices 
heard on this subject today come from 
the Department of Transportation which 
actually has no jurisdiction in maritime 
activities. The executive department 
agency having authority in maritime ac
tivities is the Department of Commerce 
which for several months now has lacked 
a Secretary of Commerce. 

The Maritime Administration, as part 
of the Department of Commerce, is also 
headless today. There is no Maritime 
Administrator and there has not been 
any since July 1, 1966. 

National Maritime Day this year is a 
sad day for all of us. We can only hope 
that the executive branch will find itself 
and provide the leadership needed to 
bring our merchant fleet back up to 
strength, if, indeed, it is not already too 
late. 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY ED
UCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1967 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 444 and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 444 
Resolved, That .. upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Oom:qJ.ittee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 7819) 
to strengthen and improve programs of as- · 
sistance for elementary and secondary edu
cation by extending authority for allocation 
of funds to be used for education of Indian 
children and children in oversea dependents 
schools of the Department· of Defense, by ex
tending and amending the National Teacher 
Corps program, by providing assistance !or 
comprehensive educational planning, and by 
improving programs of education for the 
handicapped; to improve authority for as
sistance to schools in federally impacted areas , 
and areas suffering a major disaster; -and for 
other purposes. After general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and shall con
tinue not to exceed three hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 

CXIII-841-Part 10 

on Edueation and Labor, the bill shall be 
read for ame:Q.dment under .the five-minute 

'rule. It shall be in order to consider the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec
ommended by ' the Committee on Education 
and Labor now printed in the bill and such 
substitute for the purpose of amendment 
shall be considered under the five-minute 
rule as an· original bill. At the conclusion 
of such consideration the Commi:ttee shall ' 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted, 
and any Member may demand a separate 
vote •in the House on any of the amend
ments adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole to the bill or committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. The previous 
question snail be considered as ordered on 
the . bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with ·or without in
structions. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes time for purposes of debate to 
my distingmshed colleague, the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. LATTA], pending 
which I yield myself 30 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, House Res
olution 444 provides an open rule with 3 
hours of general debate for consideration 
of H.R. 7819, Elementary and Second
ary Education Act Amendments of 1967. 
The resolution further provides that it 
shall be in order to consider the com
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute now printed in the bill and 
such substitute for the purpose of amend
ment shalf be considered under the 5-
minute rule as an original bill. 

The elementary and secondary schools 
of the Nation are completing their first 
full year of operation in the act of 1965. 
There is overwhelming evidence of the 
successes of the various programs au
thorized by that act. 

The act as passed in 1965 contained a 
1-year authorization. School officials 
throughout the .country have testified to 
the difficulties created by the Federal au
thorization and appropriation timetables. 
Program planning and personnel em
ployment for a September to June school 
year are severely handicapped by un
certainty as to whether Federal assist
ance will be forthcoming. Therefore, H.R. 
7819 contains a 2-year extension of the 
act-through fiscal year 1969. It is felt 
that such extension will alleviate the 
problem by providing State and local 
school systems with a meaningful basis 
on which to plan. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Resolution 444 in order that this 
m:Ost important legislation may be con
sidered. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LATTA]. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from 
Texas has explained, House Resolution 

· 444 makes in order the consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 7819, under an open rule 
with 3 hours of general debate. 

It will also be in order to consider the 
committee substitute as an original bill 
for the purposes of amendment. 

I might say that from the vantage 
point of today, more than a month after 

. the Committee on Rules granted this 
rule, it may seem as though more time 
for general debate should have been 
provided. Looking back, after considering 

and reading all pf the am~ndments that 
have been proposed by members of the 
gre-at Colllll).ittee on Education and La
bor,. I •azp. of the opinion that perhaps it 
might have been wiser for the Committee 
on Rules to have sent this piece of legis
lation back to the committee for further 
consideration. It is one of the most im
portant pieces of legislation that this 
House will consider this year, yet, we 
find ranking Members on both sides of 
this great committee now o:l!ering not 
minor, but major amendments, to it. 

Today we are confronted with a major 
bill, needing a number of amendments 
that should have been offered in com
mittee and thoroughly discussed. These 
amendments should not be offered on the 
floor and debated with insufficient notice 
to the members under the 5-minute rule. 

I have been reading that the adminis
tration is making ·several concessions in 
order to gain support for this legislation. 
This House is entitled to know what con
cessions are being made and why they 
are being .made. Everyone is concerned 
with the education of our children. 
Everyone wishes to see our children get 
a proper education. 

Had we known the furor H.R. 7819 
would cause, the charges of "wrecker" 
and "ripper" amendment thrown reck
lessly and irrationally at the amendment 
to be o:l!ered by the gentleman from 
Minnesota, the Rules Committee prob
ably would have provided more time for 
general debate 'in order that less heat 
and more light might be available to the 
Members of this House on this legisla
tion. Like many Members of this House, 
we did not fully anticipate the events 
of the past month. We did not because 
at the time the Committee on Education 
and Labor requested a rule in mid-April, 
debate on the bill and possible amend
ments had not reached the intensity of 
the past few weeks. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a moment? 

Mr. LA 'IT A. I will yield briefly to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. CAREY. I appreciate the gentle
man yielding. I would like the record to 
show that certainly it would have been 
in the interest of fair debate and full 
and complete understanding of the bill 
and the so-called substitute to have had 
more time and also to have it illuminated 
and described before the Committee on 
Rules. But the author of the substitute 
never bothered to attend or to present his 
substitute or to discuss it before the Com
mittee on Rules. Is that correct? 

Mr. LATTA. The gentleman, as Ire
member, did appear before the commit
tee but he did not testify upon that 
occasion. 

Mr. CAREY. I recall being in the room 
and · hearing the distinguished chairman 
of the Rules Committee ask if there were 
any more witnesses who wished to be 
heard, and certainly the distinguished 
gentleman from Minnesota did not avail 
himself of that opportunity. 

Mr. LATTA. Let me say in answer to 
the gentleman that the Rules Commit
tee is not the primary place to debate a 
bill on its merits. This is the function of 
the legislation committee. We merely try 
to ascertain whether or not the bill is 
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worthy of floor consideration. In the past 
we have gone into bllls when a legislative 
committee failed to do the job that it 
should have done, and I believe the 
gentleman is well aware of what I am 
saying. 

I wlll yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota since his name was mentioned. 

Mr. QUIE. As I understand, the pur
pose of appearing before the Rules Com
mittee is to enable that committee to de
termine what kind of rule should be 
adopted and whether there is any objec
tion to the proposed rule. My colleagues 
on the Rules Committee know that I had 
no objection to the rule, and that I felt 
3 hours of debate was sufficient time 
because we would spend most of our time 
under the 5-minute rule considering 
amendments. I am going to ·offer my pro
posal as an amendment. I never did in
tend to offer it as ·a substitute. 

When the Rules Committee asked if 
we needed a special rule for a. substitute, 
I told them I did not intend to offer such 
a substitute. 

Mr. LATTA. By the same token, the 
gentlewoman from Oregon [Mrs. GREEN] 
has several amendments that she sent to 
the Members. As I recall, the gentle
woman from Oregon did not appear be
fore the Rules Committee in support of 
her amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, several issues have been 
largely forgotten and should again be 
brought to the attention of the House. 
The original blll provides for an exten
sion through fiscal year 1968. That was _ 
the administration's proposal. Without 
hearings or an administration request to 
extend the program beyond 1968, the 
committee voted out a 2-year bill, · 
through 1969. The bill also provides for 
a part of the authorizations requested for 
the enlargement and continuation of the 
Teacher Corps for the next 2 years. 

I need not tell you that there are sev- · 
eral Members of this House, including 
myself, who are very much opposed to 
the Teacher Corps, but we now find it 
in this authorizing legislation. 

Prior to H.R. 7819 this entire program 
was a part of the Higher Education Act. 
This year the administration has decided 
to divide it and the requested authoriza
tions between two education bills. It be
longs in the Higher Education Act, as 
its purpose is to recruit and to train 
teachers in the special skills needed to 
cope with the problem of deprived school 
children. An effort will be made to unite 
the several parts of the Teacher Corps 
and place them in the Higher Education 
Act. 

As I said, these issues were raised dur
ing the hearings. While it was well known 
the gentleman from Minnesota intended 
to offer his amendment, and it was clear 
that the administration would oppose it, 
the wide support for the amendment was 
not fully known,, and the subsequent at
tacks and charges were not anticipated 
either ·by the Committee on Rules, or, I 
suppose, by the House itself. 

I should like to turn now to the heart 
of the present furor, the Quie amend
ment. I want to stress what·r believe is 
the central issue: In our modern and 
complex society, what is the proper re
lationship between tpe State and the 

local governments· on the one hand, and 
the National Government on the other, 
with regard to the education of our chil
dren? Traditionally the education of our 
children has been .viewed as a local mat
ter, primarily financed at the local level 
with assistance, financial and otherwise, 
from the State. In recent years we have 
seen this traditional concept change. The 
biggest step toward direct Federal in
volvement with education was the pas.
sage of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, which basically 
provided, under a complex series of form
ulas, for grants in specific categories of 
assistance from the Federal Gdv'ernment 
to State agencies and local scl).ool offi
cials. There is no question that this was a 
major step toward involving the Federal 
Government directly in the local schools, 
particularly under title III, where the 
Commissioner of Education _is empow
ered to deal directly with.~loc·al school 
people. 

Mr. HowE. There. are two sources. One of 
them is title ill; yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The plan has to be ap
proved at . some stage of the procedure by 
your oftlce, or by the Office of Education? 

Mr. HowE. It ,does indeed. It is initiated 
by the lo9al sc.hool district and it is what 
they wish to do and it is no sense imposed 
byus. ' 

' These. are direct quotes of the inter
rogation of Mr. Howe before the Rules 
Committee last year on the matter of 
busing of schoolchildren. I call this to 
the attention of the House because in 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 there is a 
provision specifically prohibiting busing 
of students: 

Provided, That nothing herein shall em
power ' any oftlcial or court of the United 
States to issue any order seeking to achieve 
a racial balance in any school by requiring 
the transportation of pupils or students from 
one School to another or one school district 
to another in order to achieve such racial 
balance, o.r otherwise enlarge the existing 
powe1;1 of the court to insure compliance 
wtth·.constitutional standards. I might add parenthetically that Com

missioner Howe has been often embroiled 
in controversy with the public, the press, Yet Mr. Howe, in his method, gets 
and Congress, when operating under around the prohibition in this act by 
title III. , saying that the money was granted for 

I remember last year we had Mr. Howe other purposes even · though it releases 
before the Rules Committee. He was ' other school moneys for busing. The law 

· there by our invitation. When Mr. Howe was violated in principle, the busing -was 
was before our committee, the gentle- accomplished, and congressional intent 
man from Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON], a was ignored. This is typical of the type 
member of our commit.tee, , questioned administration you can expect from Mr. 
Mr. Howe concerning the matter of bus- Howe when educational policies are dic
ing pupils. He asked Mr. Howe this ques- tated from Washington. 
tion: I was pleased to note, during this in-

My attention has been called to an article tervening couple of weeks, when so much 
in the New York Times a few days ago, to interest has been focused on this prob
the effect that something like $700,000 had ; lem and on this particular bill, that the · 
been granted to the Hartford, Conn., school administration has seen fit to take cer
board, and in . connection with that grant tain functions away from Mr. Howe and 
schoolchildren were being bused from the to put them elsewhere. I am pleased to 
suburbs into the city and from the city . 
into the suburbs. Is that program under see thiS. . 
the administration of your oftlce? ' Because of recurring problems withm 

Mr. HowE. No, sir; it is under the admin- the present la.w, even supporters of some 
Lstration of the school distrlcts involved Federal assistance to our elementary and 
there. The Federal funds, granted to them secondary school systems have developed 
for a rather comprehensive project that has second thoughts about the act, primarily 
to do with teaching methods and a variety because of the manner in which it is be-
of other things do not support the busing, . · . . .. 
but rather these other aspects of the pro- mg administered. Few have any desue 
gram. The local school districts have made to see the Federal Government get in
their own decisions that they believe their volved in local school 'board decision
busing to be a usefui experiment for the 1m- making, but title III permits it. These 
provement of ·education of the youngsters same worried supporters who clearly see 
involved and it is their decision, not ours, a danger to local schools in the present 
that this be done. Nor are we paying, in that act are in turn beset by the most funda
particular case, for whatever busing is tak- mental questioning of the present act 
ing place. They are contributing that aspect b th . h uld . 11 b f d of the budget. Y . ose w o wo norma y e oun 

Mr. ANDERsoN. To what extent is the Office supporting it---school boards, school su
of Education involved in this $700,000 grant? pe~tendents, and -teachers. They do so 
Did you make a grant of some funds to that fol' the most natural of reasons--too 
particular school district? much complicated paperwork, too lim-

Mr. HowE. Yes; we have made a grant. I ited categories of assistance, and delay 
would have to get the details of ,it from and more delay in approvals. These edu
Mr. Seeley. cators are finding they spend too much 

It is title IV money under the Civil Rights time on paperwork and too little on 
Act and they have also elected to use some hi 
of the money which they are eltgible for teac ng, 
under, title III of the Elementary and sec- Educators who testified before the 
ondary Education Act. It is a rather compre- Committee on Education and Labor were 
hensive project connected with curricular overwhelmingly in favor of the block
materials and ~he learning experiences o_f grant approach, as contrasted with the 
youngs~ers and only a portion of it is to present categorical-grant ~pproach,_ re
bring youngsters together who have not , quiring loca.l school problems to be 
before been together in the schools and to 
assess the educational etrects 'of this. squeezed into a. precut HEW mold with-

Mr. ANDERsoN. But the grant is one under out. regard either to the individual local 
title lli of the Elementary and Secondary problem 1 or to its priority-in relation to 
Education Act al,ld the plan is approved, is it the local ' school needs. This straitjacket 
not, by the Oftlc~ · of Education? grows increasingly restrictive and frus-
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trating to State and local school admin
istrators. They are being forced to sup
port the concept of Federal assistance 
and then forced to work within a Federal 
assistance program which restricts their 
problem-solving ability, and forces them 
to plan in a limited categorical alley in
stead of a broad overall basis, and which 
bewilders them with its bureaucratic 
maze. They see their hopes for meaning
ful assistance swallowed up by a Federal 
frankenstein insensitive to their indi
vidual school problems. 

Naturally, these educators do not like 
it. They freely have given testimony be
fore the Committee on Education and 
Labor prior to this last month-and I 
emphasize that-showing their support 
for the new approach as offered by the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. QumJ. 

The amendment which will be offered 
by the gentleman from Minnesota is not 
the complex document its opponents 
charge. It is simple and straightforward. 
It is something I have heard many Mem
bers of this House talk about for a good 
many years. When they talk about Fed
eral assistance to educ·ation they say, 
"All this money comes from home; now 
we ought to send some of it back without 
controls attached." 

How could we send it back in a better 
fashion than to send it back in a lump 
sum to the State school administrators 
who administer the State school pro
grams? 

This is all, simply stated, that the 
Quie amendment attempts to do. It w111 
provide a block .grant to each State based 
on the number of school-age children 
and the average personal income in the 
State. This will generally favor the lower 
income States, those needing the most 
help. 

The current title I formula scatters 
money over more than 90 percent of the 
Nation's school districts, including the 
wealthiest in the country. There is little 
effort to particularly channel assistance 
to school districts with a lower tax sup
port base and a proportionately larger 
number of schoolchildren, factors which 
are sure to lower the standard of educa
tion available to the children. 

So many examples of the inequities 
inherent in the present formula have 
been publicized that we are all aware of 
them. I was made aware of how little 
Ohio is getting per child under title I 
just this week by the very able gentle
man from Ohio, Congressman AYRES, 
when he pointed out that in our great 
State of Ohio we get only $223.18 per 
child, whereas in the great State of 
New York, if my memory serves me 
correctly, they get $393.14 per child. 

I wonder how this came about? I do 
not know how this came about but I do 
know that the formula under which title 
I funds are distributed is basically unfair. 

Rather than to attempt to remove 
these present distribution inequities, the 
administration and its supporters have 
chosen instead to throw up a smoke
screen of false charges against the pro
posal otfered by the gentleman ·from 
Minnesota [Mr. Quml. They have said 
t:Q.at States will get less money under the 
Quie amendment, but the amendment 
provides that no State-no State-can 

receive less 1n 1969, the first year it will 
be effective, than it will receive in 1968. 
They have said cities and educationally 
deprived children in poor rural areas 
w111 receive less, but the amendment re
quires-the amendment requires-that 
at least 50 percent of the money received 

-by each State be specifically used for 
such children. Additionally, up to 93 per
cent of the money can be so used, a 
higher percentage than is possible under 
the present act. They have even caught 
themselves in their own swinging door, 
charging on the one hand that the Quie 
amendment makes it easier to evade civil 
rights guidelines, and on the other hand 
that,it will be rougher on States charged 
with discrimination because it will per
mit the denial of funds to an entire State 
when a single school is found to dis
criminate. 

The question is to be asked, how can 
'both these arguments be made by the 
same administration, or is the adminis
tration -merely becoming hysterical, 
charging one thing to one group and the 
opposite to another group in the hope 
that in so confusing the issue the facts 
w111 become lost? 

The truth is the current law permits 
the denial of funds on a statewide basis, 
even though that power has never been 
used, and the Quie amendment in no way 
amends title IV of the Civil Rights Act. 
If it is approved or if it is defeated, it 
will not alter the enforcement of this 
particular title. They have charged the 
amendment will eliminate assistance to 
children in private schools and revive 
the church-state controversy which for 
so many years held off Federal assistance, 
but this charge has been laid to rest. 
The Quie amendment will use exactly the 
same procedure as the present act, which 
requires State ahd local school officials to 
provide equitably for such students and 
involves no commingling of State and 
Federal funds in administering the act. 
As a matter of fact, it actually enlarges 
areas of assistance available to students 
in private schools. 

These, then, are the major adminis
tration charges thrown wildly at this 
proposed amendment. By throwing such 
inconsistent and inaccurate charges at 
the amendment with the recklessness 
that it has, the administration has 
caused Members who do not vigorously 
support Federal assistance to education 
to wonder whether the Quie amendment 
is not really the only sound approach to 
the problem of giving financial assistance 
to schools without Federal control. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield to me at that point? 

Mr. LATrA. Yes. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. AYRES. First, I want to commend 
the gentleman from Ohio for his very 
profound and thoughtful statement. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman 
from Ohio has pinpointed the real issue 
in this legislation; that is, whether or 
not we are going to permit the State 
authorities to have more authority over 
moneys given to them and sent back to 
them, as he points out, by the Federal 
Government. The gentleman mentioned 
the fact that the church-state issue had 
been raised not by the gentleman from 

Minnesota-we will get into that later
but that it had been mentioned, and I 
wondered, considering the thoroughness 
with which the gentleman has gone into 
this question in his position on the Com
mittee on Rules as to whe·ther or not the 
Office of Education to his knowledge has 
ever presented any dollar figure as to 
how much money under this b111 actually 
went into the private sector. 

Mr. LATTA. I am sorry. I do not have 
the answer to the question. This is a 
question that could probably be answered 
by someone on the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

Mr . . AYRES. I say to the gentleman 
from Ohio we have been attempting to 
get such a dollar volume figure from the 
omce of Education and it has not been 
forthcoming. That leads me to believe 
that they actually do not know what the 
dollar volume amount involved is and 
many of these statements and charges 
that have been made regarding the Quie 
amendment, stating that it would scuttle 
this and would create a financial hard
ship on our private sector, is just that-
propaganda. · 

·Mr. LATrA. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 

minutes to the ·distinguished gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. MADDEN]. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, during 
my 25 years' service here in the House 
of Representatives, the most important 
piece of legislation that was passed for 
the permanent benefit and economical 
advancement of millions of our youths 
was the general aid to education bill. 
This legislation was passed during the 
89th Congress 2 years ago. 

Mr. Speaker, I recall back about 15 
years ago when we had a Federal educa
tion bill pending designed to help hWl
dreds of thousands of children and stu
dents throughout America. We debated 
that bill on the floor of the House for 3 
days-and it looked as though we were 
finally going to get an education bill. 
However, on the second day of debate 
there were four Members of this body, 
opponents of the bill, who went back 
there to the rear of the Chamber and 
engaged in a private conference. Through 
a trick of parliamentary procedure, a 
motion was made by one of them to 
strike out the enacting clause. This pro
cedure, if successful, would kill the legis-

.lation. We lost on a rollcall bY. four votes. 
A switch of three votes and the youth of 
America could have had a · Federal aid 
to education bill almost 15 years ago. 

Mr. Speaker, just think of the hun
dreds of thousands of American chil
dren who have been denied an education 
during that period of time, if it had not 
been for those four votes which defeated 
that bill. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a well-financed 
effort, judging from the propaganda 
that is being circulated over the Nation 
against this bill-in order to again deter 
proga-ess insofar as educating millions of 
American children throughout the Na
tion is concerned. It is the same, identi
-cal type of attack that was made upon a 
·similar. bill in the 83d ,Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my opinion that the 
then leaders ·of that Congress contrib
uted more to make that -CQI).gress a one-



13328 ·coNGRESSIONAL REGORD - ·HOUSE /Vlay 22, 1967 

. term Congress for the Republiean P~rty 
than any action their party took in. that 
session,~ Of course, duri~g the 80th Re
'PUblican Congress in 1947-48 when the 
leaders opposed progre.ss on education, 

• social security expansion, housing, an,d so 
forth, they helped elect Pr>esident ;aarry 
Truman and a Democractic <;:;ongress in 
November 1948. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the people · on 
the left side of the aisle are on their. way 
to repeating what happened in the 80th 
and 83d Congresses. ' 

Mr. Speaker, I have a list here, that I 
wish to incorporate with my remarks, of 

. a number of the leading schools, univer
sities .. . and educational societies in Amer
ica. 'Ilhey support the extention of this 
legislation and oppose the Quie amend-
ment. 'i: 

I believe they are more experienced, 
equipped, and qualified to gage real, 
practical progress to advance education 
for the youth of this country. 

Mr. Speaker, they are the National 
Educa"tion Association, U.S. Catholic 
Conference, American Council on Edu
cation, National Congress oLParents & 
Teachers, the A~OIO Executive CoUn
cil, Citizens for Educational Freedom, 
Agudath Israel of America Organization, 
American Federation of Teachers, AFL
CIO; James E. Allen, Jr., commissioner 
of education, New York State; Dr. Ralph 
Dailard, superintendent of San Diego 
City Schools; Dr. Sidney P. Marland, Jr., 
superintendent of public . schools, Pitts
burgh; Dr. Bernard E. Donovan, superin
tendent of New York City public schools; 
Dr. Melvin W. Barnes; superintendent of 
schools, Portland, Oreg.; Dr. Harold 
Spears, superintendent of schools, San 
Francisco; Richard H. Goodman, execu
tive secretary, New England School De
velopment Council; and Robert H. ·.Mar ... 
den, director, BRIDGE project of New 
England School Development Council, 
Cambridge, Mass. 

Als'o Dr. Theodore R. Sizer, dean, 
Harvard Graduate School of Education, 
Cambridge, Mass.; Dr.. William H. 
Ohrenberger~ superintend'ent of public 
schools, Boston, Mass.; Dr. John B. 
Davis, Jr., ~ superintendent . of schools, 
Minneapolis, Minn.; ·Dr. Richardson 
Dilworth, president, the Board of Edu
cation of Philadelphia; ':t::>r. . Joseph 
Manch, superintendent of schools, Buf
falo, N.Y.; Dr. James A. Hazlett, super
intendent of schools, Kansas City, Mo.; 
Dr. E. C. Stimbert, superintendent of 
schools, Memphis, Tenn.; Dr. Robert B. 
French, superintendent of schools, Day
ion,. Ohio; Ernest Stapleton, assistant 
superintendent of schools, Albuquerque, 
N.Mex.; Dr. James Hazlett, superintend
ent of schools, Kansas City, Mo.; .Fred 
Breit, deputy superintendent of schools, 
Seattle, Wash.; Hugh Calkins, member 
of Cleveland School Board; and anum
ber of others. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to incorporate with my remarks this list 
of individuals and organizations, to
gether with their remarks where they 
oppose destroying the great progress· we 
made to educating additional m1llions 
of American youth. 

The SPEAKER. Without · obJection, it 
is· so ordered. 

,.There. was. np objeq,tion.' · .. . 
The material refel,'red to follows: 

EDUO'ATORS SPEAK 0UTJ AGAINST SUBSTITUTE 
TO ELEMENTARY , AND SECON.DARY EDUCATION 

ACT '~ 
National Education Association, April 24, 

1967: "It [the Elementary and .Secondary 
Education Act] attacked the most critical 
problems of instt'UCtion ill a politically fea
sible manner, effectively pypassing the emo
tional and legal issue of church-state separa
tion .... NEA testified in its behalf during 
the recent hearings and is committed to its 
support." • 

National Education Association, May 2, 
1967: "NEA believes that there is no accept
able substitute p~rl H.R. 7819 before the . 
Congress." 

· U.S. Catholic Conference, May 5, 1967: "We 
remain convinced the amended bill (H.R. 
8983) fails altogetl_ler to provide adequate 
aJSSurances to proteet the rights of chlldren 
in private schools." 

Ameri.can Council on Education, May 3, 
1967: "In the case of acts aa important as 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act--the produc'J; of years of effort on the 
part of dedicated legislators .... We believe 
strongly that if members of the Congres
sional committees are considering substitute 
legislation, that legislation should be intro
duced prior to the opening of hearings so 
that witnesses may have an opportu,nity to 
testify on the merits and demerits of both 
the legislation before the committee and any 
proposed substitute." 

· National Congress of Parents and Teachers, 
:April 27, 1967: "We in the National PTA 
have long looked forward to general federal 
aid to public education. Nevertheless, we are 
deeply concerned that · a proposal for gen
eral aid to education may be substituted for 
the present federal aid program without an 
opportunity for public discussion and public 
testimony." · 

AFL-C!O Executive Council, May 8, 1967: 
"The AFL-CIO Executive Council is deter
mined that · the great educational gains 
achieved by the . 89th Congress not be de
stroyed; ... In playing politics with the edu
cation of America's youth, the Republican 
leadership is guilty of a national disservice." 

Citizens for Educational Freedom, May 1, 
1967: '.'CEF has decided to lend its full sup
port to H. R. 7819 and have so advised our 
officers, advisers and friends throughout 'the 
Nation." · 

Agudath Israel of America, April 20, 1967: 
"By giving the local State educational agen
cies complete discretion over the use of these 
funds, the. intent o{. ESEA to equally help 
underprivileged notlpublic school children 
would probably be thwarted .... " 

James E. Allen, Jr., Commissioner of Edu
~ation, New York State, April 29, 1967: "The 
mQmentum achieved under this Act toward 
much greater attention to the needs of the 
disadvantaged and toward increased innova
tion and change in American education must 
not be lost or attenuated. Its extension is, 
therefore, o'f utmost importance." 

Dr. Ralph Dailard, Superintendent of San 
Diego City•Schools, April 26, 1967: "The ma
jor titles of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act should be continued and fully 
funded." 1 , 

Dr. Sidney P. Marland, Jr., Superintendent 
of Public Schools, Pittsburgh, May ·1 .• 1967: 
"Any effort toward general aid should be in 
addition to, repeat in addition to, the present 
categorical a,upport, not. instead of. When 
}4'ederal fundS' are avaUable at some :&uture 
date in quantities sufficient ·to justify non
categorical distribution, over and above 
present categorical needs, we would strongly 
encourage such ~id.;' ' 

Dr. Bernard E. Donovan, Superintendent of 
New York City Public Schools, April ~6. 1967: 
"Adm1nistratively, these changes [under any 
of the proposed substituteS:] \Vould throw_ the 

~present federal assistance programs into 
chaos. It would change all the current rules 
and upset patterns of successful innovation 
and service begun in the past two years." 

Dr. Melvin W. Barnes, Superintendent of 
Schools, Portland, Oregon, May 1, 1967: "I 
oppose the Quie amendment because educa
tional affairs in Oregon are not yet ready to 
accommodate such changes in the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act. For the 
present I believe we should stay with the 
legislation as it stands." 

Dr. Harold Spears, Superintendent of 
Schools, San Francisco, May 2, 1967: "Urge 
opposition to the Quie amendment to ESEA 
and other Federal education programs in 
order to avoid disruption or delay in operat
ing Fall 1967 projects. E3.rly authorization 
needed to insure efficient planning and con
duct. Suggest any proposed changes be 
studied for possible future legislation but 
schools need immediate approval to pro
ceed with Fall term programs." 

Richard H. Goodman, Executive Secretary, 
New England School Development Council 
and Robert H. Marden, Director, BRIDGE 
Project of New England School Development 
Council, Cambridge, May 3, 1967: "It is im
perative that the gains secured by public and 
private school pupils under 89-10 should be 
maintained-and indeed improved upon-if 
changes are to be made. Therefore, it is the 
sentiment of this influential group of super
intendents that they oppose passage of the 
Quie Amendment at this time." 

Dr. Theodore R. Sizer, Dean, Harvard 
Graduate School of Education, Cambridge, 
May 4, 1967: "The House Republican alterna
tive to the continuation of the Elementary 
and Secondary Educat,lon Act as presently 
constituted should be defeated. Improving 

. the education of disadvantaged children is a 
national problem and at this time should be 
administered on a national basis. The com
mitment of the states· to equal opportunity, 
and their capacities to administer a high and 
complex program, vary too greatly to insure 
.that the intent of the Congress will be ful
filled." 

Dr. William H. Ohrenberger, Superintend
ent of Public Schools, Boston, May 5, 1967: 
"The Boston School Committee and the 
Superintendent are deeply concerned about 
the passage of an Education Bill. We sincerely 
hope that you will support H.R. 7819 as this 
is best suited for the education of the dis
advantaged children in Boston. We hope you 
will oppose any substitute proposals as such 
proposals will not put the money where it is 
most sorely needed." 

Dr. John B. Davis, Jr., Superintendent of 
Schools, Minneapolis, May 2, 1967; "Fortu-

. nately, federal aid programs have been effec
tive under N.D.E.A., Vocational Education 
and the E.S.E.A. These categorical aids have 
permitted us to concentrate on specific cur
riculum areas or on the specific health and 
education needs of students. . . . I do not 
feel this B111 [the Quie b111] has sufficient 
provisions to meet the intensive needs of 
urban education." 

Dr. Richardson Dilworth, President, The 
Board of Education of Philadelphia, May 8, 
1967: "With greater strength, I . urge you to 
oppose enactment of so-called 'Quie Amend
ment' H.R. 8983, which is .in every respect a 
regressive measure as regards Federal aid to 
education, especially in our city and other 
urban areas." 

Dt. Joseph Manch, Superintendent of 
Schools, Buffalo, New York, May 8, 1967: 
"Wish to record unalterable opposition tp 
H.R. 7477, Quie proposal would imperil all 
present and projected ESEA services for edu
cationally disadvantaged children in Buffalo." 

Dr. James A. Hazlett, Superintendent of 
Schools, Kansas City, Missouri, May 5, 1967: 
"Kansas City, Missouri, Schools have bene
fited greatly under the ESEA Act. We urge 
you vote for the extension of ESEA with
out any cuts in appropriations and permit 
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programs just getting started to move ahead. 
Any substitute proposals at tbis time would 
jeopardize what has been started." 

Dr. E. C. Stimbert, Superintendent of 
Schools, Memphis, Tennessee, May 5, 1967: 
"School districts "'with high concentrations 
of children from poor families have received 
their greatest direct financial support under 
ESEA. Substitute proposals will do major 
harm to these districts." 

Dr. Robert B. French, Superintendent of 
Schools, Dayton, Ohio, May 8, 1967: "Urgent 
you support Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act, as proposed in H.R. 7819: · Pro
posed amendments we think Will create end
less confusion:" 

Ernest Stapleton, Assistant Superintendent 
of Schools, Albuquerque, New Mexico, March 
9, 1967 (Congressional hearing): "Public Law 
89-10 has been a tremendous program for the 
Albuquerque district;" 

Dr. James Hazlett, Superintendent of 
Schools, Kansas City, Missouri, March '9, 
19,67 (Congressional hearing): "I would agree 
that there would not be the emphasis on 
educating the disadvantaged, under a gen
eral F~deral aid program." 

Fred Breit, Deputy Superintendent, Se
attle, Washington, March 9, 1967 (Congres
sional hearing): "If the same amount of 
money that is now going .into Title i: came as 
genera~ aid, I doubt that you would get the 
same degree of concentration. It probably 
would be spread' over a wider area." 

Hugh Calkins, Member of Cleveland School 
Board {letter to the Editor of the ·washing
ton Post), May 9, 1967: "The bipartisan ma
jority which enacted ESEA of 1965 was far
sighted, courageous and correct in its ap.
praisal of the final priority for Federal sup
port to elementary and secondary education. 
Let not that decision be hastily abandoned.'.' 

E. Craig Bran~enberg, General Secretary, 
Board of Christian Education, Evangelical 
United Brethren Church; Carman Hunter, 
Director, Department of Christian Education, 
Episcopal Church; Charles K. Johnson, Sec
retary General, Division of Parish Education, 
United Presbyf~rian Church; Edward A. 
Powers, General Secretary, Division of Chris
tian Education, United Church of Christ, 
April 29, 1967: "Alarmed at efforts by Com
mittee Minority to substantially change Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
ESEA has made important contributions to 
education and we support its continuance in 
present form." 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I also ask 
unanimous consent to incorporate with 
my remarks an editorial from the Cri
tei1on, a nationwide newspaper that af
fects the State of Indiana particularly. 
Other States are in a similar position as 
Indiana. · 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

There was no obJection. 
The editorial referred to follows: 

[From the Criterion, May 5, 1967] 
EDUCATION BILL 

Wha.t happens ·in the legislative battle is 
of prime concern to every parent with chil
dren attending nonpublic schools. 

The Quie substitute-or amendment as 
some still are calling it-would jeopardize 
every cent of Federal aid that is presently 
being used 1n behalf of non-public school 
children. 

What Mr. Quie and his colleagues want 
is to hand the states control over the dis
tribution of Federal education funds by giv
ing the aid to the states in lump sums, in 
contrast to the present system of allotting 
funds for individual programs. 

Only through the individual programs 
have non-publ1c school children been able 
to benefit in any way, shape or form from 
federal funds. 

"The simple fact is1 that 33 states-includ
ing Indiana-have conStitutions which spe
cifically outlaw aid to non-publtc schoolS". 
These ~tates ~re forbidden to give assistance 
to any but public school systems and public 
school pupils. Now the Quie bill would tbrn 
over all federal1funds to be administered un
der such prohibitions. 

When opposition began to stiffen against 
his bill, Rep. Q'liie rejected the idea that pri
vate schools" would be left out in the cold. 
He insisted that such schools-,-1! their state 
denied funds--could ask the u.s. commis
sioner of education to petition t}le individual 
state to arrange for ~uch aid pn an equitable 
basis. Now wouldn't that be- 'a heat bureau
cratic tangle for any nonpublic school pupil 
to get lost in? 

The truth is that Quie has been reacting to 
the_ op.posttiQn · 1i9. his bill, and , he has re
written it three ti~es-at last count--in an 
effort to appease cr~tics. But it still is vaguely 
worded and subject to all sorts of interpre
tations on the part of both the states and 
educators. ' 

The Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act which the administrat)on is · seek~~g to 
extend for another two years came into being 
in the first place because states e\ther could 
not or would not consider the needs of cer
~ain groups of special children-private 
school pupils, the handicapped, the ettuca
tionally deprived and the childr"Em of slum 
and backwoods schools that were neither 
equipped nor staffed to educate them prop
erly. 

Now the Quie bill is poised to torpedo 
that enlightened understanding and the sub
sequent aid that has been given to problem, 
areas in education. 

Without delay, parents of non-public 
school children ·should inform their tespec.::. 
tive representatives and the two Indiana 
Senators that they are opposed to the Quie 
bill and are in favor of the administration 
proposal, HG~se Resolution 7819. 

Federal a~istance to private school stu
dents is little enough. But even that little 
helps and in due course will increase unless 
the Quie amendment succeeds in setting 
back the clock. 

Mr. MADDEN. M;r. Speaker, I have in 
my office a re~ort, from General He.rshey 
on the number of draftees who were sent 
back home during World War n because 
they were educationally deficient and 
could not qualify as privates in the Ar.my 
or as third-class sepmen 1h the Navy. . 

It is astounding to see the draft re
jectee breakdown of the 50 States. There 
are some States where as many as ... 33 
out of 100 boys could not read or write 
and they were rejected and sent QOme as 
unqua,U:fled to serve their country. 

There were about 10' States where be
tween 25 and 33 out of 100 were sent 
home, because they could not read . or 
write. · • 

There are some States that were as 
low as 4 percent-about 15 States ranged 
between 20 to 33 percent in rejected il
literate draftees. The opposition amend
ments to the present bill would again 
abolish equality for ) all American boys 
and girls' to enjoy the right and privilege 
to receive educational opportunities. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the Quie amend-
ment is defeated. · 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle-
manhas~p~d ~ 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 4 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, it is interes'ting to note 
that the gentleman from Indiana did 
not include the endorsement of the Quie 
amendment by the State superintendent 

.. ' 

of t'h& Department of Public' Instruction· 
of ·Indiana•. · 

r might just read a letter from him 
datea April 27, 1967, which is addressed 
to the 'g~ntleman from Minnesota [Mr .. 
QuiE] on the subject of his amendment 
to the Elementary and ·Secondary Act. 

I1tis as follows: 
STATE OF INDIANA, 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Indiandpolis, Ind., Aprtl27,1967. 

RepnsentativeALBERT H. QUIE, 
l;Jpu,s'eof Repr~entatives, , , .. 
W4:fhington, D.O. .t>' . . 

,DE_4R Rp,~ESENTATIVE QVJE: Your proposed 
amendment( to the Elementary-Secondary 
Educ.ation Act pf 1965, which combines many 
Federal Aots into a single plan is supported 
by- the Indiana' Department of Public In
stru~t1on. It is time that eongress properly 
places the responsib111ty for administration 
of Federal Programs in the respective state 
Departments .of Public Instruction .. The Indi
ana ,.s~ 1.8 perfectly ca.pab~e of properly 
admiiiiiHering any and a11 aspects ot State 
and Feder.al Educatioila.I Programs. 

It is hoped that •the arbitrary, untimely 
and dictatorial · concep·ts of Federal . educa
tional authorization be removed from the 
scene of educational progress. I am grea'l(ly 
OPP9Sed . to Commissioner Howe's belief in 
Federal Legislation which identifies the 
"State Agency" as tbe Governor of that re
spective State. Any amendment that you 
offer should clearly designate th~ State Edu
cational Head as the proper officer for execu
tion of the 'State plan and receipt of Federal 
funds. , . 

cAs · to the amount of funds that shvulci 
be ' authorized for. imple,:nentatlon ot the 
above concepts, I regr~~ that I 'am un~ble 
t.o recommend a specific !mo.unt Clue rto lack 
of information on iny part. ~ 

I wm send copies of my letter to other 
members of the House ·with the thought that 
States can regain control Of its educational 
prerogatives. · , • 

Respectfully yours, 1 
RICHARD D. WELLS, 
State Superintendent. 

Mr. Speaker, the letter I have · just 
read is from the State superintendent 
of public instruction from the gentle
man's own State of Indiana and raises. 
the real issue. The question is whether or 
not education is going to be controlled 
in Washington or whether it is going to 
be controlled back home. This.is the only 
issue. . 
~his qJ,lestion o~ ·continued aid, to pri

vate anc;l parochial schools is not in
volved. Everybody who has' studied the 
Quie .amendme1;1t know~ full well tl}at 
these ·schools are adequately protected 
and knows that they are going to get tlie 
same money in the future that they re
ceived in the past. 

This administration propaganda 1s 
merely intended to stir up an issue that 
has been laid to rest with the sole pur
pose of mustering opposition to the block 
grant amendment. I certainly would not 
support t:Q:is amendment if this question 
was being raised again by it. We all have 
parents in our districts who send their" 
children to private and parochial schools, 
and we want to protect their rights under 
e~jsting law and they are adequately 
protected. · 

So, this is merely a smokescreen laid 
down by individuals who want . to keep 
the control of education in Washington 
under Mr. Howe, the gentleman whom 
the nules Committee had to call before 
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it by special invitation to find out how 
he is getting around a provision in the 
1964 Civil Rights Act concerning "the 
busing of schoolchildren to bring about 
a .racial balance. This man has defied the 
wishes of the Congress, so what ch~nces 
would some s;mall school adm}.nistrator, 
have against such a man when he ~r.bi
trarily takes an illegal position against 
his little school? · ""' , 

Mr. Speaker, this is the issue and we 
are at the crossroads in the field of edu
cation. Are we to control our schools ~t 
home or is this control to pass into the 
hands of some Washington bureau-cr~t 
vested with dictatorial powel"S?. ) <l 

Granting that the gentleman froxp 
Minnesota, .Mr. QuiE's, amendll)ent-, has 
undergone SQme perfecting amendments 
since he first submitted it. This indicates 
that he wants to improve it, the 'same 
as the adminiStration's proposal has had 
many, many axpeAtlfnents proposed~ it 
since it was introduced. · " . · 

• Certai~y the gentl~woman J • from 
Oregon I~s. GREEN], a me.mber of the 
committee, would ·not be ~ proposing 
amendments .to the bill if it were in per
fect fonn. Neither would the gentleman 
from Florida, a member of the commit-. 
tee, be o:ffe~g im amendment to the bill 
if it were in perfect fonn. So why. n~t ,the 
gentleman .from Minnesota [Mr. QuiE]? 
WhY not perfect his amendment? There 
is nothing wrong with that. 

We want' all the possible safeguards in 
this legislation that we can get, and I, for 
one, prefer control: of education back 
home rather than in the hf;tnds of a Mr. 
~()we. -..· . r ; ,.. . • ' 
1 Mr. Speaker, I reserve the remainder 
ofmytlm.e . ., -

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, lyield back 
the remainder of my time. * 

I move the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The resolutiqn was . agreed to. . .,. 
A motiOn to reconsider

1 
was laid ,o·n the 

table. ~ ... ·-----_.;;..;;.:_ 
ELEMENTARY 

EDUCATION 
1967 l_f 

"· .i 

AND . ~ SECONDARY 
AMENDMENTS. OF 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the ~ou~e resolve itself into; the 
Committ'ee o~ the Whole H~~s~ pn the 
State of the U'nio~ for the· copgidera
tion of the bill <H.R. '7819) to strengthen 
arid improve programs of assts~nce for 
elementacy and secondary edt:ieatioh' by 
extending authority 'for allocation of 
fUnds to be Used for education of Indian 
children and children in overseas de-; 
pendents schools of the Departmeht of 
Defense, by extending and amending the 
National rt'eacher ·Ootps program, ·by 
provtaing assistance for comprehensive 
educatlcihal'planning, and by improving 
programs· of education fo'r. ·-t:fie harldi
capped; to improve authority for assist
ance to schools ~ in federally impacted 
areas and areas suffering a major dis-
aster; and for other p\ll'P()ses. . 

The SPEAKER. The question· is pn the 
motion offered by the gentleman· from 
Kentucky. · 

The motion was _agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee' of the Whole House 

on the State of .the Union for the con
sideration of the 1>111 H.R. 7819, with :Mr. 
PRICE of Dlinois in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
~Y unanimous consent, th~' first ~e~d

ipgj of the bill was dispensed ·with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. PERKINs] 
will be recognized for 1% hours, and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. AYRES] will 
be recogniz~d for 1% hours. .. ·a . 

The Chair re'cognizes the gen,tl~man 
from Kentuck:y: · , . · . · '' · 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. -. . 

The CHAIRMAN. The Cl'lair will count. 
[After counting.] One hundred arrd one 
Members are present, a quorum·. ' ' 

The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
PERKINS] is recognized. '" · 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, the 
Committee on Education and 1 Labor 
brings before the Committee today H.R. 
7819; the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Amendments of 1967, which 
extends )~xisting laws, the Elementary 
and. Secondary Education Act and im
Pacted areas legislation through fiscal 
~ear 1969. 

On the other hand, we have legislation 
which will be offered by the gentlema:n 
from Minnesota-legislation in the fonn 
of the so-called Quie amendment or Quie 
substitute. We have the first substitute, 
H.R, 7477, which was introduced on 
March 20, 1967-,, at a time _when we had 
commenced the markup of the .legisla
tion, and this was our first knowledge of 
his proposal. Then we have a second sub
stitute, printed on page 91 of the com
mittee report this year, in the minority 
views. Then we have the Quie 3 substi
tute, H.R. 8983; . then we have Quie 4, 
which appears in the RECOJtD_ under date 
of April26, 1967, on page 10828. 

It has ,been~most dilDcult to keep up 
with the so-,((alled Quie substitutes. It is 
more or le~ like boxing with one's 
shadow. One take~ aim, .and about tn~ 
time he feels he is gping ,to make con..: 
tact, With SURstance, · he strikes firmly, 
but ' another substitllte . appears in its 
place. ' ' ~ 

The committee ~ tiql .t]:lat we have 
br'qUgb,t before tJ?e Jt.ouse today deserv,es 
tper suP,J>Qrt, in my; judgfi\ent, of .E;very 
Member of t}1is body. It toqk . us . ~ .~cmg 
tim.e to wdtk' op.t the · elementat'Y and 
secondary education, oUI. Tl}is is n6t a 
~Johnhy qpme lateiy" matter of "legi.sla-, 
tion. It lias not been· whipped up on 
short nottce. , 

ThiS 'is' 'the ""re~nilt of long years of 
patient work by . Members of the Con
gr~s.s lay, 'group, educators, and educa
tional organizations. We tried' for many 
years the general aid approach, or the 
so-called . block gra:n,t approach, in the 
committee and in bills we brought to the 
floor of.the Ho\lse. ~or n~rlY,. a genera
tion we tried the 'so-called block grant 
approach and failed. bur Republican 
colleagues were· always critical of our 
efforts. In their carefully writwn reports 
objecting to our efforts, they contended 
we were trying to , scatter: the funds in 
such a way that they would be wasted. 

They sa,id we were not selecting the 
spedfic target areas of our country which 
were most in need of financial support 

·:~" . 

from the Federal Government. This was 
the argument they made against the 
school construction b111 in 1960. 

They made the same argument in 1961 
against the emergency. construction bill 
we brought on the fioor .'I quote: -

This bill aims at no emergency, provides 
no ·speciftc remedies, andit makes no attempt 
to define particular needs. 

After a long series of defeats, and 
trials and errors, we decided to take the 
apprQach suggested by our Republican 
friends. We tried the categorical method 
that had been used in the National De
fense Education Act of 1958 and the im
pacted aid program. 

Using the categorical approach, with 
aid directed to specific needs, we were 
able to pass the Elem~ntary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965. 

Now listen to this: .The minority re
port on that 1965 bill is most interesting. 
Signed by the gentleman from Minne
&,ota [Mr. QuiE] among othets, we were 
~ost " vigo:r;ously · criticized for trying to 
pass a "thinly veiled" general Federal 
aid to education bil1. 

I just want -to read one paragraph. I 
refer M~mbers to the report dated March 
8, 1965, Report No. 143i page 78. 

I quote: 
- lt. is a complete misnomer, therefore, to 
label this bill as one for impoverished and 
neglected children. Whether the bill merits 
&up port or not is beside the . point. The true 
purpose of this bill is to authorize general 
aid .without regard to need • • • 

That is what the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. QUIE], said.rin 1965 about 
the present bill that we are now consid.: 
eritig. .., 
· The amendments of 1966 were opposed 

by some of our Republican colleagues, 
including the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. Qum], again on the basis that 
we · were passing a general aid bill. I 
refer Members to that report. 
' I must admit that r was somewhat 
surprised during the hearings to hear the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. QumJ 
refer to the so-called block grant -ap
proach. Our hearings did Teveal some 
sentiment for a general Federal aid bill, 
but the 'issue was discussed not in terms 
of general aid as a substitute for existing 
categorical aid~ or in the context of a. 
general aid bill this year or next, but 
rather as a lioped-for PJ:'Qgnl."!ll, as .~or~e
thing to be worked out in the future 
when world conditions ,have impt.oved. 

There is not one sen~nee . in ~those two 
volumes of hearings where the gentle
man from Minnesota ~M:r. QUIE] ever 
indicated that he. had such a substitU,te 
in pis mind. There ~s no earj;hly evidence 
on that substitute. ·. . ~. I . 

We did discuss categorical versus _gen
eral aid in general tenns. I will put a lot 
of those excerpts •tn the RECORD with my 
remarks, to let the Members of this body 
make their ,own determinations on the 
hearings, that there were not any hear-
ings o;n tb~ Quie· bill. . . . ~ ~ 

The recOrd indicates . that educators 
feel that by and large we should con
tinue with our present program of con
centrating on the needy school districts 
of this country. These are the disadvan
taged areas which Congress has recog
nized as making up the greatest obstacle 
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to the growth and development of the now being funded. We need today in the where it is specified for specific uses, then 

· int ·t d 1 h ade te you do apply it .to those critical areas and Nation. , _ ,_ erCl y an rura areas w ere qua it th If th unt of 
· i 000 1 · you use ere. e _same a.mo Unless we want to throw away the ·resources are lack ng 100, c assrooms money thwt is now going into title I came as 

money we have already spent and ignore at a cost of more. than $5 billion to elim- geperal aid, 1 doubt 'that you wov,ld get the 
the disadvantaged ·areas of tlie Nation, inate firetraps and poor buildings. Thi$ same degree of concentration. 
we must get this job done and enact H.R. is the. testimony of many of the educa- It probably would .be spread over a wider 
7819 substantially as. it was approved· bY. tors WhO WOuld like to see US, when world area. (P. 898 . .) 
the Committee o~ Education and Labor . . conditions permit, build on J;op of their MR. FRED BREIT 

As I stated, ""we were ' marking qp the present categorical approach and go to . summary: Title I money~ correctly placed 
committee bill when we first heard talk general aid but who with limited funds an.d spent in most advantageous maliner. 
of the substitute. There· is simply1· too r urge we stay with the limited approach , ,Testimony 
mUCh at stake here for US tor go Ch'atging at the present time; Chairman PERKINS. Now a couple . of other 
Off in a neW direction, even in a direction DIGEST OF TESTIMONY BEFORE . HOUSE COM- questions. Do you feel that we are placing 
that many Of US have1 been looking fOr MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR RELATING this money under title I Of ESEA to the great-
for a long time. ·. ~ ", To Ail> To ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY est ~ possible advantage at the present time, 

Earlier this year the ge.ntleman· from ~ucA'i·IoN; . . . · · . · con§idering. the needs at the elementary-
Minnesota, Congressman QUIE, and I ;M~- rANDREW J. BIEl\.U~LER, A~L-;cio secondary level? 

· i 1 i Mr. BREIT. Yes, I think the direction of this . dl·scussed the general aid approach', and summary: Categor ca approach is w ~est. 
categorical aid to the loW-income-famlly 

I firmly committed my~eH to hold hear-· ~estimany 1 • youngsters, those of limited cultu~al back-
ings on that subject later in 1967. ·There (Jhainnan PERKINs. Wquld you feel if we grounds is well placed. 1 ,think it is money 
was at that time no mention of a sub- und~rt<?ok to suostitute the general aid ap- wellspent. (P. 898 .. ) 
StitUte for the pending bill, WhiCh 'iS, by pr?aCh !'I'll~ get awa~ ,from ~he categorical DR. PAUL BRIGGS, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOlS, 
and large a VehiCle for eXtending the· • apJ:?.,rOa9Jl '-ill 'this legislation that We WOUld · CLEVELAND,' OHIO 

' , have reat ·problems ••in getting • the bill 
present aid program. When world condi- enacted? 1 ' •• • summary: General aid would ·not reach 
tions permit I, too, would l~e to ~e us Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. ·Chairman, it is my the'=d1sadvantaged child to anywhere near. the 
move in that direction, but that must be· considered opinion that the congress hav- same degree categorical aid has. 
a new program on top of and in addition . ing tried or rather I should saYJ the educa- Tesii!mony 
to the categorical' aid l)l'<)gram on 'whicl:l tion cor,nmittees , of both Houses and hav- Mr. 'BRIGGs. I · am af~aid · that 1! title 'r 
we embarked in 1965. To abandon cate- ing tried general aid bills for many years moneys in Ohio has, been given merely to 
gor1cal aid now and· abruptlY; sWitch to and having them defeated for a combina- the r ·'st!lte to 'distribute, according to a 
general aid would be the height of reck- tion of rf?_a.sons which wer'e quite under- formUla that they might have devised, that 

. r: -~- _1 l' standable -when you analyze the voting hab- the people who live in poverty and the ch.11-
lessness. its ·arid the backgrounds of the Members of dren from poverty wou~d not have profited 

This substitute which bears the name the Congress that the Congress· has been from these moneys to the extent that they 
of Congressman~ QUIE would dilute',. cut very wise ind~ed to have turned to thecate- have. ~ 
back, and in many. instances provide no 1 gorical approach. (P. 1353.) · 1 am &orry, but I ani ' sure that this is the 
funds at all f,Q;r the ne~y SCh()()J .f di.S- : ~R. ANDREW J. BIEMILLER r case. ' 
tricts. This I sUbmit Woulq be qpt only s'Qlrimary: General aid wquld not p~s , ;Mr. QuiE. Why is that? , 
unWise but wasteful. It 1Writes ·ott all of the Congress. · · , Mr. BRIGGS. Because the State ,program, 
the .investment we have ptade here,tofore Testimony which the State· established, approved by the 

tl f th t State board of education, where they estab-in -laying founda ans or • e presen Mr .. BIEMILLER. I stated earlier in answer llshed their own criteria. of need, 1s quite 
program, which is only now becoming to a. question from the chairman that for differerit than what was e.stablished under 
operational. This is waste which this whatever my opinion is worth, I still think title I by the pongress .... 

· Congress ought not' . to countenance. I the, Congress is devoted to categorical aid, What I am trying to say is thwt if you had 
would like to think that our first concern to the types of statement that you are speak- distributed title I moneys the way you did 
would be to concentrate in the area of ing of. and I do not believe that you would title II moneys, the children in the poverty 
the educationally depnved arid get t)?.is have much success in passing a general aid areas, in the ghetto, would not have profited 

bill at this time. (P: 1362.) the way they did. There is no question in my 
job done SO that We can eliminate the MR. FRED BREIT, DE.PuTY SUPERINTENDENT OF mind about that in the State Of Ohio. (P .. 
need for COmpi:ms~tory - edUCation. SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS, SEATTLE, WASH. 788.) 

The feeling among school people,-and Summary: Title 1 is an effective tool with Chairman PE;aKINs. Well, what worries me 
I want to repeat this-the feeling among which to deal with our most pressing _prob- in following that procedure, and in taking 
school people on the record as re:fiected lems, that risk, is the fact the most needy wlll not 
in their testimony bef9re t~~ COlllmittee Testimony benefit because the States have never directed 
seems to be that with the limited amount Mr. HA;.HAWAY. Tl;lere is one question , I maximum resources in that direction be-
of money now being· appropriated for ed- would like all of you to comment on. That is fore we enacted the general Federal aid 
ucation in this country we should con- on ca..t_egorical· versus general aid to educa- bi~;.' BR~GGs·: I would like to think that if the 
tinue to zero in on the · targets of real tion.- ~ would be interested in having your Federal aid came to Cleveland as general aid, 
need. I want to put the statements of observations on·it. · that we would do exactly with it what should 
the·leading educators in' the :RE:cqRD that · Mr. PREIT, I think Jn the long run general be done with it, and perhaps what is being 
will verify this fact. !. ~now a..rot of wit- aid ts the ·prefe~ble direction to go. :aow- done now. I am afraid we w.a .. ulq n,ot, because 
nesses came in w. itl1 .P.i·epare_ d'"s_ ~at~men. ts ever.; ~l)··t:Qe .ps~ of categorical funds you are . with the pressures across town, where 

. . in a position to emphasize particular prob- there are those groups they say it is totally 
supporting general ~ai~ but .. with six or lems in the district that are critical and in unfair to give this kind of• supplementary 
eight school .. administra'tors· around the need .of massive ldnds of support. assistance to those in the poverty areas when 
table, when you .asked thetn..if the,.Junds J To that extent, certainly, this has been a those of us in a middle-class neighborhood 
were being utilized wisely and if they felt wonderful help to · lis. (Pp. '887-888.) yet in the city should have the same kinds 
that this was the best ·course to take MR. run BREIT of programs for our children. -
with the limited anioJint of fun~s_ ,.' tP,ey ., Summary: General aid would result in a I am sure that there would be great pres-
. · bl d f "'a I kn ith u sures exerted for us to take this Federal 1nvar1a y an , 50 ar s · . ow, W, o 'c diffusion of effort in dealing with the dis- m~ney and to use it generally across the city. 
exception approved tl;l categori~al ap- advanta,.ged child,. There would be heavy pressures. 
proach. However, yo1f"wiii be the jqdges ~ · ' Testimony At the present time, we are unable to with-
of it. I want to put a lot, of those state- Chairman PERKINS. 'r would like to ask stand maxcy of these pressures by saying that 
ments in the RECORD' here from leading Dr. Breit, and have the comment of you other this money is earmarked specifically for .in
educators throughout 'this Nation today. two gentlemen, whether you feel that if you ner city, it is earmarked for specific programs 

We know that there is a real need had a. general Federal aid program, as a com- in the public areas, and, therefore, we can
and an expenditure of more than $5 plete substitute for the categorical approach, not use it acrass the city. 
billion would be necessary from the Fed- that we now have under title I, involving the You see, in our cities, we are so poor, as 

eral level, that is, from the general aid same amount of money, do you feel that the far as the amount of money we have to spend, 
disadvantaged would reap the benefits to the on children, that we have got to make every 

approach, to reach . the disadvantaged extent they are now receiving benefits under dollar stretch. What you have done with 
through the so-called block grant ap- title I of ESEA? your Federal moneys, under title I, you have 
proach to the Sllrile extent th~t educa- Mr. BREIT. Yes. I think my own reaction told us the kind of child. You have identi
tionally deprived school dis~ricts are would be no, that under categorical aid, fied the child that we can spend it on, ·and, 
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therefore, we have sp&nt the money-on that 
chUd. You talk about giving it to the ·States, 
and allowing the States to distribute it to 
us. The wealthiest school districts in the 
State of ohlo get more money per child from. , 
the State foundation ., program than "does· 
Cleveland fjer child: (P". 791.) · 

Chairman PERKINS. Now, before you leave 
title I, Dr. Briggs, be.fore you received this 
Federal assistance, under State laws, ,in your 
city, did you reacl:~ this ~van~aged group 
that you are now reaching on this, under the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act? 

Mr. BRIGGs. No; sir, we did not. 
Chairman PERKINS. I' think that is proof 

o.f the pudding. (P. 792.) 
Mr. BRI.GGS. TrUe1 that what \ve ha.ve got.-. 

ten from theAFederal Government was prop
erly earmarked for the real inner city prob
lem, and if lt"had not been, the pressures for 
us to have spread that across our 154,000 
children rwould have been so great .thatqwe 
could not have·'w1thstood it, des'pite the fact 
that the decision would have been ours. 
(P. 793.) 

DR. P.I\UL BRIGGS 
Summary: If money came through S~t~. 

hard. pressed (Cleveland.) schools would not · 
benefit as much. -

Testimony 
Mrs. GREEN. Dr. Briggs, I was under the 

impression · that tb:is morning you said that 
you woUld prefer ge_neral aid to categorical. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Oh, I think that all of US 
would, but the question this afternoon, I 
think, came about to the point that could 
we guarantee that we would be doing the 
same things with the mon:ey, if it became 
general aid. My answer was twofold: if it · 
came through the ·state of the State that I 
am talking about, the State of Ohio, we 
would not get it in the first place. We would 
not have it to do these things with . . 

No. 2, the local preSsures would be such 
that we would not be· able locally to do 
exactly with it what we might. (P.' 798~) 

Mr. BRIGGS. I am afraid that the money 
that is now going 100_ percent into poverty 
areas, if we got exactly that same amount 
of money in general aid, that it would not 
all go into poverty areas. • • • 

The point I am tuing to make is if the 
national purpose was to attack pov.erty, and 
to attack the inner city problem, by giving 
us money that we could only use for that, 
we budgeted it only for that, but the prob
lems of the city of Cleveland are so great that 
even the best Judgment o.f the city of Cleve
land and the board of education and the 
superintendent of the .city of Cleveland, 
would not 'have allowed us to have made the . 
concentrated etfort on the inner city · that 
we have m,ade. (P. 799.) · 

DR. PAUL BRIGGS 
Summary: Favors specific targets as long 

as mori.ey is limlted.. · · ...J • 

Testi!71.ony . 
Mr. FoRD. This does not mean then, I take 

it, that your testimony would in any way be 
construed that you are forever more against 
general aid or forever ·committed to cate
gorical aid but merely in the terzns of the 
kind of money we are spending and the prob
lems we are now .facing. 

Dr. BRIGGS. At this point With the limited 
amount of money that is appropriated for 
education in this country, it seems to me 
that there is wisdom in using the target ap
proach in zeroing in on what you feel would 
be great national needs. 

When the time comes that this partnership 
between local, State, and Federal Govern
ment is such that there will be massive large 
amounts available, then the target approach 
may not be too important. (P. 818.) 

Mr. BELL. I u_nderstand that one of you · 
gentlemen stated 'that you would prefer a 
general aid than categorical. Is that c'orrect? 

Dr. BRIGGS. Yes. Let me say this: At this mo-

ment in history when the amount of money ·' ' .. . Testimony 
coming from Cohgress is so small and you· Dr. DAILARD. When we come to the specific 
seem t<;> have some targets you w~nt \!5 to question, if the , same money that is now 
hit, p1aybe tl;le <?nly way you ca)l .do it is coming thrQugh tltle · I were distributed to 
to give us a ritle and a shot. the cli&ies, I do not think it would be spent 

y.r~ would like to .~ave more freedom with as well by
1
any of us, on the criteria that you 

that money. Ho·wev~r, we have expressed f!n set up because there would be the pressures 
honest· opin}-o~ that maybe lt would notal-_ . from other parts of the .city to put some C\f 
ways•be used for purposes that you might " the money i.nto. lesSer priorities that I don't 
want it used. for. So · that is the argument think tlie boards of education could resist. 
for the categorical aid. (Pp. 824-825.) If you are talkiti'g about enough additional 
MR. HUGH CALKINS,· 'MEMBER, CLEVELAND BOARD • g~eral' 'aid, yes,f now I thi~k •it WOUld be 

OF EDUCATION spent well .. I thinfJt would be spent for good 
summary: categorical approach is best. purposes. But, 1n ~rzns of the priorities that 

now eXists, there~ is I1.ttle question that the 
Testimony moot critical problem is that of dealing 

Chairman PERKINS. With that 1dea.1ti lhind, with some 20 percent of the population that 
· do you feel that the categorical approach that 1s an economic dt-ag ·on the -whole Nation. 

we now have under title I or a general Federal If :that is the No: 1 priority, if the same 
aid approach will better serve these disad- money we are now getting were given to us 
vantaged areas at this tim~? , unrestricted, I think it would be pulled 

Mr. CALKINS. In t\1~ immediate future with aw:a~!rom th~t PUI}l5>S&. '(P. 811.) 
the limitations ·which exlst on the Federal 
budget I am ,very -sure that the categorical 
apprqach is e8sEmti~ if we are going to im
prove the quality of equcation in the inner;. • 
city. (P. 1445.) · 

DR. RALPH DA:U.ARQ, I>UPERINTENDENT~ OF 
SCHOOLS, S'AN DIEGO, CALIF. •, 

Summary: General ald would no't be s!>ent 
in the same way and would not oeneftt"the 
disadvantaged child as much. 

Testimony 
Chairman PERKINs. Assuming that you 

only had sumcient funds for the dlsadvan
tag~ groups, would you spend those funds 
in the exact way that you, are now sp~nding 
them? ... I would like to hear the com
ments of all the gentlemen o~ that one. ' 
Would it change if you had only sumcient 
funds in a general Federal aid bill for the 
disadvantaged groups from Congress? (P. 
794.) 

MJ;. DAILARD. I . don't believe I could give 
you the firm assurance of being permitted 
from public pressure to continue the use of 
the funds if this were suddenly shifted to 
general ald. I would become aware within 
just a co:uple of weeks of requests from some 
of the most favored areas of our community 
to add certain kinds of services there, using 
the argument that this is what you are do
ing in the squ theast areas, .which happens 
to be our area, and I am sure those pressures 
would mount to spread this to get the re
duced class size. 

We have a class size in our target area now 
of seven pupils per teacher below the city 
average. The other areas would ask for that, 
so it is my feeling, so far as we are concerned, 
if there were any sudden turnover from 
this, we would not be permitted within the 
city to use them ln the same way. , ., 

The third point that I question is whether 
this is an either/or' proposition. I think the 
present programs have be·en very productive. 
We a,re developing a new framework of Fed
eral-local cooperation and etfort that is use
ful. I think lt would be catastrophic if this 
were suddenly upset and we moved to an al
together ditferent base. I think we will move . 
to the time that the Congress will find it ap
propriate to build the Federal ald, put in 
watching our building a general Federal aid 
program, in watching California State pro
grams, we have had a strong foundation pro
gram, but we st111 have bullt into that a 
number of categorical aids to give emphasis 
for the teaching of the handicapped; to give 
emphasis. even in this area, we had it. I 
cannot convince myself tha.t there will not 
always be occasion and necessity for ear
marking certain funds to accomplish certain 
purposes, even when we move ln with Federal 
ald. (Pp. 796-797.) 

DB. RALPH DAILARD 

~R'l · lt4L~J:I DAI.LARD 
Summary:~ Favors specific targets where 

money 1s limlted. 
.., . ··· Testimong 

Dr. DAILARD. As'- long as th~ amount of ' 
money 1811mited lli would better be aimed at 

· the No. 1 priority: · " 
That gives us the protection we need. 

Each community has the same kind of po
litical pre~mes that; ' you, work in among 
the States. (P. 81~.) _ .. 

DR. BERNARD DONOVAN, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, NEW. YORK CITY 

Summa.ry: Funds a~e be~g used in best 
possible way. ' , 

·Testimony . 
Chairman PERKINS. You ..p_;an think of no 

better', way t1ia.t we can utllize 'the funds than 
you are' now utUizing the funds? 

Mr. DoMOVAN. I doh't know of any lbetter 
way that we could utll~ the fUnds we. have 

. now. If additional fun(is come, we have an
other way of ut111~ing them. 

Chairman PERKINs. Is that the consensus 
among you gentlemen? (Greater Cities 
School Superintendents). . 

Mr. DAILAJlD. (Superintendent, San Diego). 
Yes. (P. 767.) 

DR. JAMES HAZLETT, SUPEBINTENDENT OF 
SC!IOOLS, K&NSAS CITY, MO. 

Summa.rJ: Title I his had a beneficial 
etf-ec.t. 

Testimony 
c:t1a.irman PERKINs. You are prepared to 

evaluate at this moment that the special pro
grams otfer considerable value, though, to 
your city? 

Mr. HAzLETr. I don't think there is any 
question but · what the recognition on the 
pa.rt of the people being served and the en
tire city that this attempt to uplift the com
munity through education is considered to be 

· positive and helpf'i.ll. (P. 835.) 
. DR.1 JAMES ~HAZLETT 

Summary: Catego:flcal aid has focused at
tention on the .disa.dvantaged child. 

Testimony 
Mr. HATHAWAY. There is one question I 

would like all of you to comment on. That is 
on categorical versus general aid to educa
tion. I would be ~nterested in having your ob-
servations on it. " 

Mr. HAZLETT. I belleve in both the cate
gorical and general aid. Categorical ald has 
the advantage of stimulating, I think, school 
systems on a national basis in terms of meet
ing certain national goals which might not 
otherwise be crystallized as being in the ap
parent need that they are. 

Summary: If aid were general, money 
would not be spent as well according to pres
ent citeria because of external pressures. 

But I thlnJ:t also the school systems across 
the country need a general uplift of meeting 
the ordinary demands of financing public 
schools. There ls great need everywhere, I 
think, for ·restructuring the entire tax system 
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that supports school , traditionally on local 
real estate to a large elttent. 

where he is, that you provide it whether he 
is in an affluent community or•whether he is 

13333 _ 

I would subscribe to both. (Pp. 887-888.) 
DR. JAMES . HAZLETT 

· in other places. I think it is partJ_cular)y wise 
also that you have . permitted us, who have . 
completely desegre~f!oted our schools, and 
have a quota, thp.t this program may go into 
each one of our S'ChoolS', and not be restricted 
to" simply geographic area where· poverty does 

Summary :- General'· aid wou1d result 'in a ' 
diffusion of ef!ort in dealing with the dis
advantaged child. · 

be ·increased and impr.o~ed and you should 
add school construction to it. We will even
tually get to a general- aid .bill. The Federal 
Govern,ment has to provide the funds to do 
these things that are of prime ill).portance to 
the school districts. · -

· ~sUmony · ' .1 , 
Chairman PERKINS. I would like to ask . 

Dr. Breit, . and have the comment 'Of you 
other two gentlemen, whether y()tf feel ·that' 
if you had a· general Federal 'aid program; , 
as a complete' it!ul:)stittite for the . categorical 
approach, that ·we 'now have under title I, 
involving the same amount of money, dO you 
feel that the disadvantaged would reap the 
benefits to the extent they are now recel:ving 
benefits under title I ·Of ESEA'?· · 

Mr. HAZLETT. I woUld agree that there 
would not be the emphasis on educating the 
disadvantaged under a general· Federfl.l aid 
program. It is radical concept that 1s caus- . 
ing many of us to re-examine some of our 
basic phll~ophies, reallyr with respect to 

- the possib111ties of education. 
Chairman PERKINs. Do you f~el. that if we · 

had this same amount of money going into 
the States from the Federal level, as com
plete substitute, that the .state ' authorities 
would .not reach the disadvantaged children · 
to the extent they are now being reached ' 
under ESEA, and: ' that • they would spend 
their funds for .teachers' salaries and other 
State obligations and they would not em- . · 
phaslze the disadvantaged.· as they are now 
being. emphasized under ESEA? 

Mr. HAzLETr. I belleve that we would .not 
get the same kind of emphasis on the dis
advantaged. There would be some diffusion. 

Chairman PERKINS. Now .a couple_ of other · 
questions. Do you feel that we· ·are _placing 
this money under title l; of >ESEA to the 
greatest possible advantage at the- present 
time, considering the needs at the elemen-
tary-secondary level? ·, r · 

Mr. HAZLET!'. Well, uncler the objective of 
the elimination of poverty, and providing 
education for these disadvantaged, r think 
it is being placed correctly. (P. 898.) 
MR. CHARLES HOLT, SUPERINTENDENT OF 

SCHOOLS, SOUTH BE!oiD, IND. 
Sun1mary: Title ! is an effective tool with 

which to deal with our most pressing prob-
lems. • 

Testimony 
Mr.· HATHAWAY. There is one question I 

would like all of you to comment on. That 
is on categorical aid versus general aid to 
education. I would be interested in havihg 
your observations on it. · 

Mr. HOLT. I tend to agree with' Mr. Haz
lett in that I might support in certain areas 
both (categorical and general aid). I certain
ly think in the case of title I it is sufflciently 
general to deal with a problem that we must 
deal with at this moment. ' ' 

Perhaps there are some area.S generally 
that are not covered that I would like to see 
covered. But the Teacher Corps,' again, the 
vocational, particula.r.ly the handicapped, 
those things that we want to do, I very much 
favor. (Pp. 887-888.) • ~ 

MR. CARROLL JOHNSON, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
' ·SCHOOLS, WHITE PLAINS, N.Y. : 

·summary: P.res.ert.t Title I formula is .best 
approach. 

· Testimony . 1 I . 

• Chairman PERKINS. And you conSider then• 
it is proper to recognize poverty whenever 
it ~xists, regardless of the income level of 
Westchester County. · 

Am I correct in that assumption? You feel 
that the formula we have adopted, putting 
the funds wherever they have these spots of 
poverty over and above a · certain number 
ts proper, is that correct? ,, 'J ._ 

:t\{r. JOHNSON. !\{y understanding 15 _com
pletely consistent. with the objectives of the 
Congress: That you educa:te the youngster 

exist. (Pp. 88tt-887.) · " 
MRS. ELIZABET~ D J ~OO~TZ, PRESIDENT, DEPART-

MENT p~ ~AS~OM X~CHERS NATIONAL 
EDUCATIPN ASSOpiATION , 
Summary: Need· for' oontrol 1n orcler for 

funds to reach disadvantaged child. 
Testimony 

This s the kind of ptogr&.pl that must al
low for diversi~y linii yet 'th(!l'e must be some 
control and some criteria, to be sure that 
funds made av~abl~ reach~'the people !or 
whom those funds ~e inwnded. 

I am in ·.B:ea;rty agreem.ent with the pro
gram that 1-!1'~ have will eventually evolve 
int_? a ~en~ral aid program where the Federal 
Gov.E}rnment provides a reasonable · share of 
th.~ ~ ope;ra~i~g costs of the sc;tlool districtS .to 
do the things than you normaUy do in the · 
school But the Federal Government has not 
moved.) nto th~t ... pos_ltion yet. Untp then we 
have to continue tl;lese programs. · 

Mr. BELL. Still, .rig~t now .you favor the 
categorical approach ,and a greate'r .increase 
in the categorical approa~; is that · correct? 

Mr. LUMLEY. I ~just being r~alistic, Mr. , 
Bell. I want to get all the programs we can 
ge~ and the m913t money we can get. (P. 1063.) 

So as mu6h as r cla.I.D.OJ> for a lack of con-
trols, I must insist tliat until conditions be.: ' MB. JOHN M. LUMLEY 
come such that we ~lieve they wlll be used Summary: Results :Pave equalled expecta-
generally, that there be some control. (P: tlO!;lS.;· ·' · ... 
386,.., ) Testimony 

MR. • JOH~ M. LUMLEY, ~IRJi:CTOR, DiyiSION. OF Chairman P~s. Have the ef!ects ~ and 
Fl!jDERAL RELATIONS NATIONAL- EDUCATION. results obtained been as gefo.t as .your orga.:. . 
ASSOCIATION niz!\tion a~ticipat~cl froQ.l, your, best evalua-
Summary: Categorical approach is best for tions? · . - • · • 

zeroing in on most disadvantaged areas.· , .. Mr. LUMLEY. ~The 1answe~ is yes, Mr. Chair-
• • !:. man. A$ I said this morning, our evaluation 

Test1:rp.ony , · • has to be q1:11te subjective at this time but on 
Chairman PERKINS. I ~o:w all of us, s,up·- • the basis Of the r,eports that we have wti b,:!-

port a general Federal
1
aid program, but from Uev.e that it b,as h~d -a tremendo~ i~pact 

your studies (tell ;us) if w·e did not strive m on education in the . country. We belleve ft 
the right direction when -we came up with has1 done the "thing' that the committee 
the categorical approach,' insofar as zeroing W&.Q.ted it to do when it was enacted and of 
in on the most disadvantaged areas that course, as yo~ know, w..e congratulatitd this 
needed specialized educational prograrhs •the co~ttee a ~umber of times !or taking this 
worst. · great forward step. (P. 10'71.) · · , 

Mr. LUMLEY. The answer is yes, Mr. Chair
man, because as you know the National Edu
cation Association has been an adyocate of' · 
general Federal aid !or many years, but at 
the same time to accomplish some.thing for 
the 'districts we moved into, support o! this 
program and we believe, therefore, that H.R. · 
6230 as proposed generally sh9uld be con
tinued. I think the main thing that I would 
like to say to you is that the program should 
be extended for 5 years, not for 1 year. Let's 
get authorization so that we don't have to 
come back each year and talk about this. We 
c~ talk aP<>ut the improvements, but gener
ally, let's extend Public Law 89-l,-9 ~or a 
5-year period. (P. 1061.), · 

MR. JOH;N 1\'i. LUMLEY 
Summary: Program is ·reaching the areas 

of greatest need. t 

Testimony 
Chairman PERKINs. Do your studies rev~ 

or disclose t~t the ef!~ts of the . program, ; 
the way it is being adminis~red at ;th~ local 
educationa} areas, are reaching those. ~r~as of 
the greatest ~ed~ as was originally. contem- . 
plated by this act, particularly the title I? 

Mr. LUMLEY. Yes, generally this is true. (P. 
1061.) 

MR. JO.HN-M. LUMLEY 
Summary: Supports extension of Act 'in 

present form. , , 
Testimony , 

Chairman PERKINS. You are · recommend-" • 
ing to this committee as a national organlza- : 
tion that we extend the Elementary f and 
Secondary Education Act for a period of t5 
years, is that correct? H ., • . J 

rMr, LUMLEY. That is right. , 
Chairman PERKINS. In its present form? , 
Mr. LUMLEY. That 1s right. (P. 1062.) 

MR. JOHN M. LUMLEY 
Summary: Favors qontinua,tion. of cate-

gorical approach. · · 
Testimony 

Mr. LUMLEY.- We are taking the position, 
and 4ave taken ;t~e position since Public Law 
89-10 started, that t~e categoric!!-! aids should 

MR. W. R. M'NEILL, StrPERiNTENDENT OF BOWL
ING 'GREEN INDEPENDENT SCHOOLS, BOWLING 
GREEN, KY. 
Summary: Title I pel'Jilits schools to do 

things they wowdn't othe~e have done. 
Testimony 

Chairman PERKINS. You know, before we 
came forth with the categorical approach, we 
were doing very little toward assisting the 
disadvantaged child in the country. Do you 
feel that we hav~ zeroed in ~n the right ·areas 
with the funds th'at we are e~penclin:g? • 

Mr. McNEILL, We are doing ·th1ngs now~that 
we have wanted to do· !orr years ' and- felt 
t~at we could not depri.ve one part of the 
community at the ex!>«(nse 'of the other. We 
!eel that by zeroing in, as you have just said, 
that you have given us· this opportunity 
to-wen, the Headstal't 1s such a good ex-
ample. . r 

Take the youngster in ' his formative years 
and emphasize some ~xperienC(es, ancl we 
would like to, and others are doing it, they 
are able to carry it through the years and we 
would like to follow •it o~ through, when 
they are second graders and third graders, 
see to it that they have the experience that , 
other children ge~ normally but they don't. · 

Oh811rman PERKINS. ThSit is why I empha
size the categorical approach.: (P. 1006.) 
DR. SIDNEY P. MARLAND, SUPERINTENDENT OF 

SCHOOLS, PITTSBURGH, PA. -
Summary: Supports ~ Public Law 89-10. 1n 

present form. 
Testimony , ·r 

In sum, we fitld the 'content and ' theory of 
Public Law 89-10 to be sdund and wise. 

1No majo·r changes ·are suggestecl' at this 
time !or the specific compon~nts of title I. 
With th'e exception of lib~ralizing the 'tacili
t1es-construct1on eleme'n·ts of the law, we 
urge its continuecl implementation 1n its 
present form~ 

For the present, we recommenC\ vigorous 
Pl;lrsui t of the course of action now iU motion, 
with full funcUng, and with the funds de
livere'd on time to the places where the chll-
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dren of the poor desperately need them. (P. 
323.) 

DR. SIDNEY P. MARLAND 
summary: categorical approach should 

be maintained.· 
TestimOny 

Mr. QuiE. What if the requirement of in
come was removed from your a:dmintstertng 
of the funds, and you had the responsib111ty 
to see that the funds went to the areas 
where the greatest educ~tional depr1vatfon 
existed? (P. ~1.)' 

Dr. MARLANIJ. Speaking now as a member 
of the Council (National Advisory Council 
on the Education of Disadvantaged 'ChU
dren) in replytng to ~hS:,t question, .... they 
would• tend to "ay t:fiat the present cate
gorical restraints on ESE;:A: are valid and are 
productive, and ate eftlcient ana should "' ~.e 
retained. · '.. · 

I believe that as a superintendent of 
schools, if it were just /I alone that were 
concerned with this, I ~ould like to see a 
little more :tiuidity in the use of the funds, • 
but not absolute freedom of general aid at 
this sta~e. ~ · 

Mr. QUIE. It-would not necessarily be gen
eral aid. You still · have the category that it 
would have to be for the educationally_ de
prived. · · -• •-

Dr. MARLAND. But you are saying that the 
judgment woufd ·rest at the local level as to 
how it would be used. That tends to be in 11 

the dil"ectlon of general aid. I think that 
our Council would hold that at thls stage of 
our evolution on this subject they woUld rec
ommend COngress hold to the present re
straintS to assure that that money is apent·•, 
where the law meant• it to be and have r 

universal guidelin~s ~hat tell how to do ft. 
(P. 352.) . 

1 D~. ~IDNEY ,p. MARlfAND 1 -

summary: supports categorical approach 
in dealing with special problems. 

<--Testimony 
Dr. MARLAND. !~suppose what I am saying, 

Mr. Goodell, is that this is, indeed, a prob
lem that ought· to be solved locally and 1n 
the State legislatures, Jmt it is not being 
solved there. Therefore, the condition fa sQ 
desperate that I call it to the attenti9n of 
this oommittee as ·something that may have 
to ·be done on the basis of a categorical 
cqncern with t}:i' .big cities of AmeriCa who 
are not rece vil}.g. eq~~ble ~hares of State 
concern. " •. 

Mr. GooDELL. W01.:ild ypu like to suggest a 
formula of some type? ', :r 

Dr. MARLA~D. No: J am saying that you 
may have to g~t into some kind of categori
cal assistance to cities. (P. 389.) 

' 1 • 

DR'. SIDNEY P. :MARLAND 

DR. DUANE MATTHE>IS, CQMMISSIONER OF Testimony 
EDUCATION, ST. PAUL, MINN. Mr. HATHAWAY. There iS one question I 

Summary: An effective Sta.te plan would would like all of you to comment on. That is 
be essentially the same a-s the one in the Act. on categorical versus general aid to educa-

Testimony . tion. I would be interested in having your 
Mr. O'HARA. Then you ~opld not envision observations on it. · ~ ' 

this State plan would involve any different Mr. STAPLETON. I will makt this general 
distribution or any different activities than observation, that wo ,, haYA. discussed thls 
are presently carried on, is that right? question and our feeling is somewhat that 

Dr. MATTHEis. That is just abOut correct the categorical has given us some target 
in its entirety. r think there would 'be some areas to foo"Qs .on and that som.e of the pro
things where we had a dtm'eulty in the :first grtLms we have develQPed, reading programs, 
year where we would haver provided for in what have you, all of ,the p.rogram.s that 
a. state plan and that would have been the again have been indicated h~re today, have 
redistribution of funds. been brought about to a certain extent · by 

I would think u'ndet ~y State plan ,we categorical aid... .s 
would want to pp)vtde ·for, the distrtJ)ution I recognize that many people would not 
of funds not us~ by the school, districts agree with this, bUt this.. ts, as I say, spme
within the states. · ' ' . thing we discussed and f.elt was a ·plus for 

As I uncierstand ··it this ;will not be com- categorical aid. < 
pletely cleared up and "tfl.kefl. up in this.:tiscal We would.,.. want to show that as a point. 
year either where tlie <:Ust'ribution .of funds (P. 887.) , ' · ' 
that are .not used in a ' State are not made .. MR. ERNEST"STAPLETON 
imme.diately available to other districts in Sumniary: General aid would 'result in a 
tlie State. · ' ~ ' . diffusion of effort in dea~irig with the dis-

! think this could be very easily provided advantaged child. • · · 
for in a · State plan out basically the mis- Testimony . 
sion of the act would not change •it as I 
see lt. Chairman PERKINs. I would like to ask Dr. 

Mr. O'HARA. Nor the~; kinds of activities Breit, and have the comment of yoU L· Other 
carried on or j the rediStribution of funds two gentlemen, whether you feel that if you 
accepted. , had a general Federal aid program, as a com- J 

Dr. MATTHEIS. I think this ts a basically · plete substitute for the categorical approach, 
correct idea; yes, sir. tha.t we now.have under title I, involving the 

Mr. O'HARA. We could take care of that same amoupt of money, do you feel that the 
objection by puttihg a redistribution for.: disadvantaged ~would reap the benefits to the 
mula right in there. I extent they are now recei:ving benefits under 

Dr. MATTHEIS. Yes. (.P. 11li.) title I of ESEA? 
DR. SAM:UEL V. NOE, SlJPERINTENDENT OJ' LOUIS

vn.LE INDEPENDENT SCHOOLS, LOUISVIJ.LE, 
JtY, 

Summary: Title I permita schools to do 
things they wou1dn't-6therwise hav.e done. 

Testimony 
Mr. No~. Mr. Chairmail, you ~ie:~:e ;:ts~ng 

about ootegorical wid against general aid; .and 
an' that has been said certainly is correct, 
that we have. been able to do lots of things 
that we couldn't have done otherwise. (P. 
1006.,) 

J 

MR. RAYf !"AGE, SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC 
INSTRUCl'ION,. ILLINOIS 

Summary: Present formUla cannot be im
proved on. 

Testimony 
Chairman PERKlNS, Let me ask you a ques

tion. From your experience as a State school 
superintendent, as long as we have this cate
gorical program, how oould sou more equi
tably, on the basis of need, reach the needy 
youngster than we are reaching the ne_edy 

Mr. STAPLETON. r would agree with my col- ' 
leagues here. We obviously would EFtill . face, 
under general ald, the decision of priorities, 
and I have a feeling that there might be a ' 
different ranking of priorities, a diffusion of 
participation of them, which I think the ma-
jority •.. (pp. 897-898.)' ,. 

' MR. ERNEST r STAPLETON 
Summary: Title I money is correctly 

placed and spent in most advantageous · 
manner. 

Testimony 
Chairman PERKINS. Now a couple of other 

questions. D? you feel that · we. are placing 
this money under title I of ESEA to the . 
greatest possible advantage at the present 
time, considering the needs at the elemen
tary-~econdary level? 

Mr. STAPLETON. I believe that it is being 
placed correctly. I am made mindful of the 
fact that perhaps our district, other districts, 
perhaps, shou~d view the research available 
today, and do a little more in terms of satu
rating at the earlier gtades . . 

Summary: Suffiefent fiexib111ty in Title I. 
' ' Testimo~y 

. youngster a1r 'the present time, as long as· we 
ha.vethis categorical approach? 

yve have heard comments to the effect 
tha~ we have had p~tqhwqrk, remedial work, 
at later stages, in secondary, and while I be
lieve that these programs ~;~.re necesSa.ry, and 
that we need to contJnue them, and have 
good programs at other l~vels, l believe there 
needs to be a concern for saturation of serv- "' 
ices for tq.e disadva:q,_taged, under this pro
gram, at the earlier grades. q:-. 898.) 

Mr. DELLENBAC~. Would we do be~ter tq 
shift very swiftly fro111 a categorical aid to a 
broad-scale aid where _the individual admin
istering this could det~rmine where ' those 
funds should be concentrated and used in 
the area of ~eatest need?. 1 

Dr. MARLAND. No, I don't think so. I think 
there is already sufficient •:fiexib111ty already -
in title I for each community to contrive 
their own progrltins for their peculiar needs. 
There is great :tiexibillty in developing a pro
gram and submitting it for approval. 
· flo, so lon~. as the tJarget is the deprived 

child, the disadv.antaged child, there is great 
freedom. I am not suggesting a move toward 
general aid on tJiat subj~ct. The. deprived 
child is the g,rea.t concern of this country, 
of the Congress and of our scl;lools. 

It is still important to concentrate our 
energies on him. . -

Mr. DELLENBACK. Do you feel that :tiexibill
ty within the are~ 'of the deprived child is 
sufficientl~ great to permit thfs concentra
tion to which ~r. Kirst was just speaking? 

Dr. MARLAND. I do. (Pp. 373-374). 

Mr. PAGE. I ani afraid that I could not give 
you a formula at th!S ffiO!Jlent · ;that WOUld 
do that. (P. 485.) " ' r 

' . I 
MR. HARRY SPARKS, SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC 

msTR-qcri~, I KENTUCKY 
Summary:! Present formula. works well. 

Testimony 
Mr. GOODELL. How WOUld you feel about a 

provision that gave the States the authority 
to allocate within the State itself, to the 
school districts? 

Mrl SPARKS. "W~ .can do it ' more effectively 
on the basis of need. But -we would have to 
follow a formula similar to what has been 
applied. r • .{ .t 

We haven't pbjected to the formula that 
you have applied at the national level, but 
we could, we might be able to meet need to 
some extent but as far as we are concerned 
1t has worked very satisfactorily. (P. 484.) 
MR. ERNEST STAPLETON, ASSISTANT SUPERIN-

TENDENT OF SCHOOLS, ALBUQUERQUE, N.M. 
summary: Categorical aid has focused 

attention on the disadvantaged child. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1965, we in the Con
·gress m :ade- ·the determination of pri
ority. We said that our educational aid 
shall go where it is most needed. The 
program is working well. All of this taken 
into consideration; I contend this is not 
the time to back · off before it has shown 
what it can do. This'-'-is no time to leave 
the . deserving school districts of the 
country holding an empty. bag. And, Mr. 
Chairman, the Quie substitute would 
jerk the rug out fr.om under thousands 
of school districts in this Nation and 
especially in the rural areas where the 
money is most urgently needed and 
where in many areas they have just be-
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gun to transport their children in jeeps 
and other means of vehicular transporta
tion, over rough roads, in order to get 
them to a school building for the first 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the District. of Colum
bia is a good example of the 'inequitable 
distribution of funds from· the stand
point of need under the Quie proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. QuiE] will 
argue that the District of Columbia has, 
perhaps, the highest per capita income 
in the Nation. But this bill zeroes in 
where a real need exists. 

Mr. Chairman, the formula written 
into the Quie proposal is inequitable to 
the areas of the greatest need. If adopt
ed, it would bring about a cutback in the 
funds for the District of Columbia, which 
illustration goes to show how the Quie 
substitute would disrupt successfully in
novated programs and practices 
throughout the entire program in the 
past. 

Mr. Chairman, the principal factor in
volved in the formula which has been· 
proposed by the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. QuiE] stems from the so-called 
Hill-Burton formula, ·which approach 
was put into effect in the NDEA at a time 
after the :first sputnik went up and at a 
time when we needed scientists and en
gineers. This was done at a time when 
we wanted to obtain scientists and engi
neers from every section of the country 
from which we could possibly obtain 
them. 

Mr. Chairman, the Quie formula is 
based on school-age population and the 
average income per child in that State, 
as compared to these same factors in all 
the States. At this point I would like to 
provide the following analysis of the Quie 
and the committee formulas: 
CoMPARISON OF FORMULAE COMPONENTS AND 

EFFECTS UNDER H.R. 7819 Alm H.R. 8983, 
FISCAL YEAR 1969 

H.R. 8983 (QUIE AMENDMENT) 

The formula for distribution of funds un
der H.R. 8983 uses the per capita income per 
chtld and the total number of school age 
children in each State as the basic variables 
on which to compute each State's allocation. 
Using the per capita income per chtld figm,e. 
the inverse ratio for each State to all other 
States is determined, thus giving more to 
those States which have the lowest per cap
ita income per child. Outer limit!! of .3333 
and .6666 are establlshed; States whose ratio 
f~lls below the lower figure are brought up 
to the minimum, and States whose ratio is 
higher than .6666 are brought down to that 
number. The ratio factor is then used in 
conjunction with the number of school age 
children to determine each State's share of 
available funds. 

If the formula were allowed to operate 
freely (that is, with no outer ltmlts), it 
would indeed put iargei amounts per school 
age chlld ln those St.ates with lowest per 
chlld incomes. However: when minimum a.nd 
maximum ratio limits ' are imposed, varia
tions among States are obscured. Thus, when 
we compare allocations under this formula 
with those under the ESEA formulae, we 
find that ESEA is more successful in getting 
funds lnto the States with lower per child 
incomes, even though it does not use that 
factor at all for computation purposes. For 
instance, the Qule formula puts slgntflcantly 
lower amounts into the sixteen Southern 
and border States, even though fourteen of 
these States fall in the lower half of the 

Nation in per child income and account for 
nine out of the bottom ten States. We also 
discover that of the seventeen States whose 
per child income is above the national aver
age, eleven receive more under the QUie for
mula than under ESEA. 

The Quie formula also does not take into 
account the anomaly caused by an area with 
a liigh per child income which also has great 
need because of . concentrations of poverty. 
The District of Columbia, for instance, has 
the highest per child income in the Nation; 
it also is among the Nation's leaders in 
derfnquency, poverty, and lack of educational 
achievement among its youngsters. 

H.R. 7819 (COMMVI'TEE BILL) 

The bulk ( 80% ) of the funds to be dis
tributed under this bill in FY 1969 are con
tained in Title I. The Title I formula is 
based on two primary factors: first, the sum 
of the numbers of children from low-income 
famllies and those in other categories of 
deprived children (children on welfare, mi
grants, neglected, delinquent, and handi
capped) and second, on one-half of a per
pupil expenditure figure for each State, 
which is derived from the higher of the State 
or national per pupil average expenditure. 
The prod\lct of these two factors established 
a Ipaximum all9Cation for each county in the · 
United States. Funds made available on this 
basis are to be used in those schools' which 
have the highest concentrations of economi
cally deprived children. 

Unlike the Quie formula, which estab
lished a general State-wide index, the Title 
I method pinpoints funds into those areas 
in each State which have the highest con
centrations of poverty. The inclusion of 
children in families on welfare, for instance, 
assures that the major cities in the North, 
in which there are intense concentrations of 
poverty in spite of a high per child income, 
receive extra funds to educate these chU
dr~n. The use of whichever is higher of the 
national or State per-pupil expe,nditure as
sures that States which fall below the average 
national per-pupil expenditure get credited 
for at least the national average, while 
those who fall t;t~ove it get credit for what 
they are already spending. If half the State 
per pupil expenditure alone is used, as it 
is now under Title I, Mississippi gets only 
half the amount per child ($136) that Cali
fornia does ($273). Using half the State or 
national average, however, Mississippi would 
get $250 per child to California's $273. 

The Title I formula also has some equaliz
ing effect within States, because districts 
with concentrations of poverty and low per
pupil expenditure benefit from the fact that 
the State or national average is used in com
puting their !).llotments. • 

+he formulae for Titles II, III, and V use 
a more general index. Allotments under 
Tttle II are based on the school enrollment 
i~ 'each State. The Title III formula is based 
on a combination of the number of school 
age children and the total State population. 
The Title V formula is a combination of an 
identical flat gra.n.t to each Stattl plus a rel
ative grant based on school-age population. 
None of these formulae take .into account any 
index based on finanCial need within the 
State. J 

JMr. Chairman, under the Quie sub
stitute new and elaborate forms of the 
reporting p»ocedures will be required. 
Considering the manner in which the 
various c~.tegories have been narrowed, 
much more bookkeeping will be neces
sary than at present, in my judgment; 
and, depending upon which substitute 
you read. If one reads the last one with a 
number, he sbould read sections 701 or 
702 t,hrough a;bout section 706. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that 
all of us should understand that if we 

accept the Quie proposal we are embark
ing upon a path that will surely lead to 
the destruction of all £lie impacted aid
to-education programs. We worked for 
years before we were able to get the im
pacted aid formula pegged to one-half 
the national average per pupil expendi
ture. We were not able to attain that 
goal until1957 or 1958. I remember when 
the State of Mississippi received the pay
ment of $35 per pupil, whereas the State 
of New York received a payment of $250 
per pupil. 

Mr. Chairman, Federal aid must be 
granted upon the basi& of need, if we .. 
are going to justify this program, in 
my judgment. This is the formula which .. 
we wrote into the committee blll, when 
it is fully funded. 

Mr. Chairman, if we shelve-that for
mula in this pending blll, that ·the Quie 
substitute proposes, wQuld there not be 
a similar drive to do the same thing in 
impact aid legislation? 

Mr. Chairman, we crossed that brldge 
last year. Many of us were against . the 
recommendation by the administration · 
which had follow.ed th~ ,report of .the 
Stanford re$earch. people, because· :w~ 
felt that those ~:ecommendations were 
not correct in substantially cutting funds 
in this program. 

Mr . . Chairman, one of the important 
aspects of the committee bill is the fact 
that it permits school administrators to 
plan a little farther ahead than the 
present school term. 

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion it is im
portant th~t we extend this ,aid bill 
through fiscal year 1969. •. 

You know, Mr. Chairman, one of the~ 
most amazing things is this: When one 
looks at these Quie bllls, particularly the 
last one at which I looked, we find that 
it pu:rrpor.ts to be a continuing program 
with an open end authorization-with a 
$3 billion authorization-through fiscal 
1969. 

It would appear to me with all these 
reports existing to the categorical ap
proach it is most difficult for me to 
understand just what has brought about 
that change of heart. But I am sure this 
body is not going to let an alert, astute 
salesman and one of the great legislators 

· in this body sell this body a pig in a poke. 
And that would be just what the Quie 
substitute would be if we bought that. 

Mr. Chairman, I have not yet men• 
tioned the great anxiety that is seeping 
through the educational community to
day in this great debate which threatens 
through the Quie proposal to destroy 
the church-state harmony which has de
veloped in connection with ESEA:. But 
you and I know the church versus state• 
issue is lurking, ready to destroy the Fed
eral aid program just as it helped frus
trate all of our efforts for 20 years. 

In many States the present program 
involving private ·school pupils would ih' 
most cases simply end right then and 
there. These are States in which the 
funds are required to be separate, and 
are not to be commingled, and which 
some attorneys general have so ruled. 
But would it not-be better to call educa
tors and different lawyers throughout the 
country before the committee and let 
them tell whether or not the State laws 
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would be applicable, even though the 
funds were not commingled with State 
funds? 

·· There is much of so1id opinion· among 
good lawyers in this dount:ry that through 
the block grant approa!eh the State laws 
would be applicable, and if that be the 
case utter chaos would -develop, and cer
tainly we should explore situations of 
that type before the coihmittee. 

About 33 State constitutions prohibit 
school officials from spending public 
money for nonpublic purposes. The har
mony which has been so carefully de
veloped over the past few years as to en
able us to give additional assistance to 
children,' not States, but children, is in ' 
serious ~eopardy if we accept too.hastily 
this action. · 

Let us not delude ourselves ·by embrac
ing the general 'Rid principle at this time 
and abahdoning ·-our target approach. 

The gentleman from Minnesbta claims· 
he is not abandoning the target ap
proach. His bill and the State ·plans ·and 
tl\e Federal plans would require that 50 
percent which is sent from: the State to 
the commissioners be· spent in the edu
cation of the disadvantaged. How much 
of that;; money would -:reach ' to the dis::. 
advantaged areas as we-define the disadi.f· 
vantaged areas? I would say not 5 per
cent, in my honest judgment;would ever 
get there. So that it just disrupts the 
whole present program. • , · · 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr .. 
Chairman, will the gentleman:yield? 
. Mr. PERKINS. I will .yield in just a 

few moment~ • ~ · · r , 

Mr. Chairman, who can faifto remem
ber how xnany:. times in nearly · 20 years 
how close we moved toward having, a 
Federal school aid bill concluded, and we 
always lost out because of the church
state issue, primarily. 

The principle we followed was that 
the Federal Government money was to 
be spent on the individual child in work
ing out the elementary school bill provi-

. sions. It was not to be spent to help · a 
church. It was not to be spent to help a 
parish or a State or a school district. It 
was, I repeat, to be spent to help ·a child. 
It was thus that ·we have been able to 
help those pupils. If we want •to continue 
to meet these urgent needs we are going 
to have to .continue for a time, ·at least, 
with the categorical approach in provid
ing Federal financial aid to elementary 
and secondary schools. 

At this point let me stress the Teacher 
Corps authorization in the committee 
bill although it will be treated more com
prehensively by others later. The Teach• 
er Corps is intended to improve the same 
schools that are being benefited under 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. Corps members are' to be 
used in the schools which are the tar
get areas of need . in title I. In other 
words, this amendment adds a new part 
(b) to title I, extending authorizations 
for the Corps and strength_enin,g the local 
agency role in the utilization of teach
ing teams from the Corps. 
· When the Elementary and· Secondary 

Education ·Act was passed in 1965, the 
Congress voted a 1-year authorization for 
its program. ' 

Last year we were able to extend the 

prograpi 'through, fi,sca) ,r~ar i96'8.. But 
the witnesse:;;, frgm· ~ll parts of the 
country w,er~ co.ncerneci. wore than by 
any othe.r factol.• by the untimely author
izations and the untimely .appropria
tions. It was for·•that reason we propose 
here to- extend the Elementary' and Sec
ondary ·Act throu~h fiscal · year ' 1969~ 

School officials across the country have 
testified to the dU!iculti~s they face in 
adjusting -their educational planning to 
Federal authorization and·l, appropria
tions schedules. The school year runs 
from September to June. Unless in the 
early spring schpol authoriti~s know how 
much money is going ·to be available to 
them. for the next school year they are 
unable to hire the best teachers and plan · 
the best programs. Although this exten
sion will not guarantee the ambunts to 
be available for th.e next 2 fis~l years. it 
will act ~sa Federal commitment to the 
program)s continuation and will provide 
our school districts. with some basis on. 
which to plan. 

'Pro'grams conducted under this act 
have -made a substantial favorable im
pact on out· Nation's educational systems: 
The stt ides made toward the achieve
ment of quality' education for ,all chil
dren, in rp.y opipion, thoroughly justify 
the continuation of this Federal promise 
to the schoolchildren; of our country. 

·Briefly let me describe the purpose of 
each title of the'act which we propose tO · 
amend, and why it ·must be continued in· 
the comin~ years. ,. 1 

Title I pf ,the act provides for grants to 
local educational agencies, through State 
departments of education, to establish· 
programs to meet the needs of educa.: 
tionally d1sa<ivant'aged children, the chil
dren of the urban slum and the remote 
rural area. Last year an estimated 8.3 
million deprived children benefited from 
these programs, conducted by more than 
1,7,000 school districts in all 50 States, the 
District of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Islands,· and the Trust Terri
tory of the P~cific. 

The · p.ro~ams conducted ' by local 
schools acl'Oss the pountry recognized the 
close link between poverty and educa
tional failure. Almost 5 percent of title 
I funds were spent on foo:d and health 
services for children whose prior efforts 
to learn had been hampered by hunger 
and poor health. Past learning gaps were 
also met, as two-thirds of the funds' spent 
the first year for instruction were spent· 
on laiJ,guage, arts, and r~medial reading ~ 

For the second year, ··school districts 
experienced some difficulty in hirlng the 
specialists necessary for the successfUl 
conduct of some programs for the dis
advahtaged. tt· is my ho:Pe that Teacher 
Corps members, specially trained in edu
cation of aeprived children, may 'alleviate 
this personnel shortage to· soma degree. 
Many school districts utilized teacher 
aides in their programs, thus freeing 
highly trained teachers for more profes
sional duties. In our report, 'the commit
tee.applauded this use of subprofessionals 
and tirged their increased utilization. In 
a time of manpower, shortage in the edu
cation professions, special ·.training for 
professional. staff, use 'of subprofessional 
teacher · aides, and new recruitment 
methods .are absolutely essential. 

·Past accomplishments fully justify ex
tension of the title thFough fiscal year 
1969. Howeve'r, the committee was 
greatly coricerned that budget estimates 
and appropriations were inadequate to 
e:q.able the distribution formula to oper
ate equitably. The title I formula author
i~es $1,363,962,696 for fiscal year 1967; 
onl.Y $1,053:410,000 was appropriated. 
For fiseal year 1968, the act provi-des for 
a substantial· increase in payments to lo
cal educational agencies, principally be
cause· the low-income factor "increases 
from $2,000 to ·$3,000 and because half 
the national average. per pupil expendi
ture will be used in formula computation 
f-or those States whose per. pupil expendi
tures are below the national average. 

Therefore, if the formula were fully 
funded for fiscaLyear-1968, $2,442,337,720 
would need to be appropriated; the budg ... 
et estimate for the .fiscal year is $1.2 ·bil
lion, or about half. If the 1966 amend
ments were to go into effect in fiscal year 
1968, many local school districts would 

suffel' severe cutbacks in funds. Since 
one of the unique aspects of title I is its 
local educational agency eligibility for 
funds, which assures program continuity 
from year to year, implementation of 
the amended formula would be self-de
feating. For. this reason, the committee 
recommends an amendment which 
would prevent the use of the $3,000 low
income factor and national average ex
penditure unless funds are appropriated 
to fully fund and implement the formula, 
including those specific changes . 

The second part of the law-title II
provides funds for textbooks, library 
books; and other instructional materials. 
There can be no doubt that m·any of -our 
Nation's schools have desperate need for 
such books. When title II was passed, 
more than two out of three public ele
mentary schools had no libraries at all, 
and· more than eight out of 10 lacked 
trained librarians. Public schools spent 
an average of $2.28 per pupil .per year 
on books, well below the recommended 
professional standards of $4 to $6. 

Title' II has gone far to meet these 
needs. State plans indicate that 49 mil
lion students and 1.9 million teachers in 
public and nonpublic elementary schools 
now have access to books and materials 
acquired with Federal assistance. 

Since title. II is operated on a State 
plan basis, 5 percent, or a minimum "'of 
$50,000, of each State's allotment is 
available to cover administrative ex
penses. State educational agencies are 
making imaginative use of these funds, 
using them to conduct workshops, to 
provide consultant services, and to pre
pare publications for inservtce teacher 
education in selecting and utilizing in
structional materiRls. In addition, i 13 
States are .qeveloping instructional ma
terials centers for · demonstration and 
evaluation, and 19 States have added 
school library.supervisors to their staffs. 

Last year the Congress added two new 
groups of children-Indian children in 
schools operated by the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs of the Department of the Interior 
and . children in ov,erseas dependent 
schools operated by the Department of 
Defense. These provisions received only a 
l ;:.year authorization. Therefore, we rec-
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ommend that they be exten.de~ through 
fiscal year 1969, consistent with 'the rest 
<>f. the act. 

Title III of the Elementary apd Sec
ondary Education Act provides for Sup
.Plementary Educational Centers and 
Services. This title has two purposes: 
First, to stimulate and assist in the pro
vision of vitally needed educational serv
ices not otherwise available in a district's 

. sphools in sufficient quantity and qual
ity; and second, to develop exemplary 
educational programs to serve as models 
for regular school programs. Since the 
title's enactment, in 1965; more than 
4,000 proposals have been submitted by 
9,000 school districts. The Commissioner 
of Education, acting upon recommenda
tions of the States and educational ex
perts, approved 1,202 proposals costing 
$89 million. These programs have 
reached nearly 10 million public and 
nonpublic school pupils, 93,000 preschool 
children, 250,000 out-of-school youth, 
255,000 classroom teachers, and 131,000 
parents and other adults. 

The State educational agencies are to 
be commended for the outstanding job 
they have done in reviewing and recom
mending project approvals. Testimony 
hea:r:d before the committee provided 
convincing evidence that the Office of 
Education gives major consideration to 
their recommendations. Indeed, several 
States with ·strong State education agen
cies have developed comprehensive State 
plans for title III centers and " services, 
and in these States such plans were given 
prime consideration in project approval. 
It is my earnest hope that eventually, 
partially through the assistance of title v, 
all State educational agencies . will be 
able to undertake this responsibility. 

Only one amendment to title III is pro
posed. Last year we again amended the 
title to provide for participation of In
dian children in BIA schools and of chil
dren in DOD overseas schools. Like the 
provision in title II, this received only 
a 1-year authorization. We recommend 
the provision's extension through fiscal 
year 1969, consistent with the authoriza
tion for the rest of the title. 

Title V of the act-designed to 
strengthen the capabilities of State edu
cational agencies-may eventually prove 
to be the act 's most important title. 
When the title was passed in 1965, the 
committee heard repeated testimony con
cerning the woeful inadequacies of many 
State departments of education. Years of 
Federal programs of assistance to ele
mentary and secondary education, with 
funds made available for staffing at the 
State level, had thrown the staffing pat
terns of many State agencies badly out 
of balance. The States responded eagerly 
to the challenge of title V-a challenge 
t o assess their own weaknesses and to de
velop programs to strengthen themselves. 
During the first year, they attempted to 
:fill 1,800 positions in State departments 
of education. Unfortunately, the lack of 
trained personnel which plagues all our 
education programs again proved the 
bottleneck; only 1,000 persons were hired, 
522 of them professional. -

We are proposing an amendment to 
~ the formula by which 85 percent of title 
. V. funds are presently distributed. The 

current formula discriminates against 
smaller ·and . more sparsely ·populated 
States, which"' may be among the needi
est, since it is based strictly on public 
school enrollment. To correct this in
equity, the committee recommends a 
change in the allotment formula : of the 
funds available for allocation among the 
States, 40 percent win be allotted equal
ly and the remaining 6'0 percent will be 
allotted on the basis of public school en
rollment. 

The committee is also recom mending a 
new part B to title V, which will allow 
States to conduct systematic, compre
hensive, long-range planning. The States 
indicated tnat they wanted to use title 
V funds to plan educational programs; 
however, other needs were seen to be 
more· pressing, and the amount of 
money available was insufficient to plan 
effectively. Therefore, we have added a 
new part to title V specifically for such 
long-range planning. States will be able 
to use their allocation to set educational 
goals, establish priorities, and to plan 
means of achieving goals. Seventy-five 
percent of the funds under this part 
would be allocated according to the fol
lowing formula: 40 percent would be al
located equally among the States and 60 
percent would be allocated on the basis 
of the State's population. The remain
ing 25 percent would be reserved to the 
Commissioner of Education for special 
projects grants and contracts, in most 
instanc~s of a multi-State or regional 
nature. 

Since a new part has been added to 
title V, the' committee recommends a 
change in the authorization, making 
$65 million available for fiscal year 1968 
and $80 million -for fiscal year 1969. Of 
the total authorization, 70 percent would 
be spent for programs designed to 
strengthen State educational agencies
the present title V-and 30 percent would 
be available for the new program of 
comprehensive educational planning. 

Title VI of the act-providing special 
program for the education of handi
capped children-was added last year. 
The Ad Hoc' Subcommittee on the Handi
capped, which the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CAREY] headed, heard testi
mony from numerous witnesses on the 
pressing needs for personnel recruit
ment, training, and program support, and 
research in the area of education of the 
handicapped. The Congress added title 
VI specifically to meet these needs. 

It is estimated that 300,000 teachers 
and other professional personnel spe
cifically trained for work with handi
capped children will be needed within the 
next decade; at present there are only 
70,000. Therefore, we propose a nation
wide recruitment and information dis
semination effort designed to attract 
people into the profession. An authori
zation of $1 million is proposed to support 
such activities during fiscal year 1968. 

Another major problem in the area 
of education of the handicapped is the 
identification of handicapping condi
tions. All too many children needlessly 
fail to learn because of unidentified 
physioal or mental handicaps. Therefore, 
the committee recommends establish
ment of regional resource centers, de-

. signed t<;> test and, evaluate th,~ J;l.eeds of 
handicapped children and to .develop 
educational programs to meet. these 
needs, with an authorization of $7.5 . mil
lion for fiscal year 1968. 

One of the 'most successful existing 
Federal programs in the area of special 
education is the captioned films for the 
deaf program. This progr am has four 
major components: research, production 
of films, dissemination, and training. We 
propose expansion of this highly success
ful program for all handicapping condi
tions, with an additional authorization 
of $1 million for the expanded program 
for fiscal year 1968. · 

The committee has also proppsed a 
change in Public Law 88-164, to allow 
the Commissioner of Education to con
tract with private educational or re
search agencies and organizations. This 
change would allow the research pro
gram to take advantage of the expertise 
of private as well as public educational 
and research agencies and organizations. 

The committee also recommends that 
the National Teacher Corps program be
come a special part of title I of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
It would be extended through fiscal year 
1969, with authority to enable a teacher
intern who began his practical and aca
demic training during fiscal year 1969 to 
continue his program for 1 more year. 
The authorizations for recruitment, en
rollment, and training of Teacher Corps 
members will be contained in separate 
legislation dealing with the Higher Edu
cation Amendments of 1967. 

The committee heard repeated testi
mony emphasizing the great successes 
the Teacher Corps has enjoyed during 
the past year. School official after school 
official bore witness to the .efficacy of 
Teacher Corpsmen employed in his 
school. Today, 1,213 Teacher Corps mem
bers, experienced teachers and teacher
interns, are engaged in service in 275 
schools in 111 school systems. They spend 
part of each week working in a school 
which has requested their services, and 
part of the week at a nearby university 
working toward their master's degrees. 
The training they receive will make them 
specialists in the education of disadvan
taged children, a new curriculum for 
many of our Nation's teacher training 
institutions. Repeatedly, the committee 
heard evidence from deans of education 
that they now look to their Teacher 
Corps programs as a means of testing 
new concepts of teacher training. 

Since members of the Teacher Corps 
work in elementary and secondary 
schools across the country, the commit
tee made their legislative authority ior 
such work part of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, a new part B 
to title I. In addition, several amend
ments to the existing Teacher Corps au
thority were adopted: 

Teacher-interns are now paid at the 
lowest rate for a full-time teacher paid 
by the school system in which they teach. 
To assure that no corpsman will receive 
a financial windfall, the committee pro
poses that they be paid at such rate, or 
at the rate of $75 per week plus $15 per 
dependent, whichever is lower. 

State educational agency approval of 
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the local educational agency's request for 
Corps members would be required. 

Teacher Corps members could be as
signed to a migrant group not in a regu
lar school, if the number of children 
made it feasible and if the children were 
being taught by a public or other non
profit agency. This will allow Corps 
members to serve some of our country's 
most disadvantaged children, children 
they were formerly unable to teach be- . 
cause they were not regularly enrolled 
in a school. 

Corps members would be permitted, 
under a committee amendment, to teach 
in schools operated by the Bureau of In
dian Affairs. Again, these children suffer 
extreme educational deprivation and 
could well benefit from the specialized 
services provided by Teacher Corps 
members. 

We also recommend that the "local 
control" section be amended to make 
clear what has always been Teacher 
Corps practice-that no corpsman may 
be assigned to a local educational agency 
unless the agency finds the corpsman 
acceptable. · 

To support the portion of · Teacher 
·. Corps activity which is part B of title 
!-the making of grants to local educa
tional agencies to enable such ·agencies 

· to utilize teaching teams in the elemen
tary and secondary school systems-the 
committee recommends an authorization 
of $21 million for fiscal year 1968 and 
$25 million for fiscal year 1969. 

In addition, the committee proposes 
several technical amendments to Public 
Laws 815 and 874-assistance to feder
ally impacted areas. The definition of 
"Federal property" used in both laws is 
amended to make it clear that property 
taxes paid on any interest in Federal 
property are also to be deducted from a 
local educational agency's entitlement. 
The disaster provisions authorized by 
Public Law·89-313, providing special re
lief to school districts experiencing major 
disasters, would be extended through fis
cal year 1972. Relief would also be au
thorized in cases where construction of 
public school facilities is made necessary 
because of the destruction of private 
school facilities which will not be re
placed. Other technical amendments 
would modify present requirements for 
eligibility for disaster relief with respect 
to the amount of local effort required 
and the minimum damage involved; the 
amendments would change the level of 
restoration to the level of education pro
vided ·during the disaster, thereby taking 
into account a district's improvement of 
its educational system. Disaster relief 
would be extended to technical, voca
tional, and other special schools oper
ated by public agencies other than local 
educational agencies; these schools cur
rently are not eligible for assistance if 
destroyed or damaged by a major dis
aster. 

In conclusion, I want to emphasize 
that the progress made under the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
is only a beginning of efforts to provide 
quality educational opportunities to all. 
As President Johnson said in his recent 
message on health and education, we 
have quite a job ahead of us-"to solve 

old problems, to create new institutions, 
to fulfill the potential of each individual 
in our land." The programs we discuss 
today will do much to achieve these 
goals. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the. gentle
man. 

Mr. ·STEIGER of Wisconsin. The gen
tleman from Kentucky has made a very 
excellent statement in support of the 
bill. The gentleman raised the issue of 
whether or not private school children 
would be able to participate under the 
Quie amendment. Does the gentleman 
have any figures at all from the Oftlce 
of Education to indicate how many dol
lars have gone and are now going into 
private and parochial schools under the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, as it is presently written? 

Mr. PERKINS. No funds are going in
to private or parochial schools as such. 
About 12 or 13 percent of the funds are 
going for special services and special 
programs that serve the so-called pa
rochial school children, about one-half 
million of them under title I, alone. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. So 12 to 
13 percent of the total .funding is going 
to help private school children; is that 
correct? 

Mr. PERKINS. It is going to help the 
children-and not the schools. It is help
ing the children in special programs 
whether it be a school breakfast or re
medial reading course or whatever it 
may be-it is to provide something spe
cial for the students over and beyond the 
general programs available in their 
school system. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I want to compli
ment the gentleman on his very fine dis
cussion of the committee reported bill 
and of the valuable provisions in it. 

In my judgment, many of the pro
visions would be endangered by the Quie 
substitute. I would like to ask the gen
tleman for clarification with reference 
to the difference between the two bills 
with regard to education for Indian 
children. 

I have heard from several quarters, 
and I think the Secretary of the Interior 
stated the other day, that the Quie bill 
neglected to provide for Indian,children 
not in Indian schools. 

Mr. PERKINS. Some of the Quie sub
stitutes did not include or take care of 
the Indian children. 

The committee bill takes care of the 
Indian children in title I, II, and III
and not only in the schools that are 
operated by the Department of the In
terior but in other schools in the com
muni·ty-that is, all the Indians that are 
counted under the committee bill. That 
was the result of an amendment offered 
by the gentl~man from Washington [Mr. 
MEEDS]. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I am very pleased 
to hear the gentleman say that and I 

. want to compliment the gentleman from 
Washington for making this contribu
tion. 

I have been concerned about the lan
guage in the bill as it appeared to restrict 
aid for Indian children to those children 
in Indian schools or to those on reser
vations. 

Mr. PERKINS. That is the trouble 
with the Qui-e substitute. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin evidently was trying to 
reach out and cover so many things, and 
omitted some things and then he thought 
maybe it would be helpful and then he 
would introduce another substitute. It 
has been really difficult to keep up with 
the situation. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man. ·· 

Mr. QUIE. I think we ought to clear 
up this one.thing. That is-there was no 
Quie substitute and there will be no Quie 
substitute. 

Mr. PERKINS. Well, call it the Quie 
amendment or Quie amendments-it 
does not matter whether it is a substi
tute-it is something that serves the 
same purpose. 

Mr. QUIE. I made it clear in the com
mittee that in the bill you provide for 
assistance to Indian children, children 
overseas, and you provide for migrant 
children and handicapped children and 
that 'will remain intact. 

My amendment does one thing-it puts 
the general purposes of title I, II, ill, 
and V together under one grant of 
money-to be administered through one 
State grant and the money is to be re
cei·ved-·under one formula. That is what 
was done and to bring up these side issues 
is clearly irrelevant. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. CAREY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I recognize the ·good will 
of the gentleman from Minnestota [Mr. 
QUIE] in making the point that his 
amendment or substitute or whatever 
name he chooses to call it would do no 
disservice to migrants, Indians, and the 
handicapped. But the record is not cor
rect on that as he states it. In the admin
istration bill three new programs for 
the handicapped are enumerated and 
authorized in the bill. I will name them. 
They are: First, regional resource centers 
for improvement of the education of 
handicapped children, recruitment of 
· personnel information on education of 
the handicapped, and additional pro
grams for occupational help for the 
handicapped. 

None of these are spelled out in the 
gentleman's amendment, and these new 
steps would be lost. This is typical. The 
gentleman attempts to amend every time 
a defect is noted by the committee. 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. ~v 

Mr. MEEDS. To clarify the point that 
the gentleman from Oklahoma raised, I 
would like to point out that what the 
gentleman has said is precisely correct. 
Under the amendments to the bill now 
before us, the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
could only put money into schools on 
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Indian reservations. Under the commit- this legislation would come back to motivations to the 'gentleman from Min-
tee bill those funds would also be avail- haunt them-and that it did in the nesota. [Mr. Quml. . 
able for private and public schools. 1966 elections. Just a few days ago, we disavowed, to 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman's The "credibility gap., reached down the best of our ability, two Great Society 
time has expired. and engulfed them. They found that the programs that failed to live up to their 

Mr. AYRES. -Mr. Chairman, I yield my- proferred "White House mantle of pro- promise. 
self 10 minutes. tection" was but a heavy weight that Let us make the legislation before us 

Mr. Chairman, I am for Federal aid to foundered them. so sound in principle and so capable of 
education. Our States, counties, and com- If those men were able to be with us effective administration that it will live 
munities have spent themselves dry in today, I feel certain that they would on through time. There can be no vic
the attempt to raise their standards agree to the statements that I have tory here if one child is deprived of his 
of educa·tion. Those parents who have made. Unfortuna.tely for them, they were opportunity to receive a fine education. 
chosen to send their children to private found to be expendable. The real issue, in the final analysis, 
schools are faced with tuition costs be- I mention these things because the which we shall vote on is whether we 
yond their ability to pay. legislation that is before us pursues this have confidence in the local school ad-

Equality of opportunity through edu- same course. The full force of the long ministrators to properly allocate·· and 
cation is a "must" in any democracy. familiar administration blast has been spend the money to assist in providing 

Why then, one-might ask, did 88 Con- directed at Congressman QuiE because better education. If we do not trust them, 
gresses fail to act in providing this aid? he dared to offer those very safeguards then we want to turn it over to a large 
Why then did the children of our Na- that the people thought essential in any Federal bureaucracy. As for me, I have 
tion fail to demand this Federal assist- Federal act affecting the education of confidence in my neighbors at home that 
ance? ~ our children. they will do a job in this field, given the 

The late Senator Robert A. Taft, re- Vice President HuMPHREY has taken funds. 
alizing the great need in our less affluent the leadership in this attack. He did not Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
States, made an all-out effort to enact attack the proposed Quie amendments. J 15 minutes to the gentleman from In-
such legislation. He failed. Instead, he chose to raise a smokescreen diana [Mr. BRADEMASJ. 

The Congress of that time, supported of church-state envolvement that simply Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, at 
by the people, turned down ·the leg1sla- does not exist. 1 lik 
tion beCause of their fear of Federal bu- This is not the first time that the Vice the outset of my remarks I shou d e to pay tribute to the distinguished chair
reaucratic dominan~ over the programs President has locked horns with his fel- man of the Committee on Education and 
by which their children would receive low Minnesotan. Such a confrontation Labor, the gentleman from Kentutcky 
their education. took place last fall in Minnesota and the [Mr. PERKINS] who assumed the chair-

As a firm believer in Federal aid to Vice President suffered a double defeat. manship of our committee at a some-
education, I would hope that it would The Vice President took to national i f 
prevail. I want the people of our Nation television to make his attack in impugn- . what controversial point in the 1 fe o 

the House and has taken on this new 
to accept it. I believe that they have ing the motives of Congressman Qum. task of great importance in congress 
done so and will continue to do so only Those of us in this body know that and has worked with diligence, with in
as long as they feel that the Congress ALBERT QuiE is dedicated to the principle tegrity and with dedication. 
will provide those safeguards that will of equality of education for all. He would The bill which we begin to consider 
prevent some Federal bureaucrat from not deny the benefits of Federal aid to this afternoon is in large measure a 
encroaching on the field that properly any schoolchild. 
belongs to our local school omcials. He played a leading role in developing product of the gentleman's diligence and 

I believe that the people and the school the national defense student loan pro- dedication. 
administrators would have more con- gram as a part of NDEA. He led the fight At the same time, Mr. Chairman, I 
fidence in this legislation. had it origi- to include grants 1n President Kennedy's should like to say a word of tribute to 
nated in this body. The bill before us is proposal tor loans for college facilities my good friend and colleague, the gen
the Howe bill. It has been marked "sacro- construction, without which the great . tleman from Minnesota [Mr. QuxEl, 
sanct''-not to be touched by unholy progress made by our colleges and uni- _ whom .I have helped give a lot of free 
congressional hands~ versities since 1963 would. have been im- advertising over the past month. The 

Yes, Commissioner Howe is still with possible. He played a major part in shap- gentleman from _Minnes~ta and I have 
us. They took him out of the kitchen ing the Vocational Education Act of 1963 agreed ol?- some legislative. issues, and 
when the heat got too high, but I would and in centering that act on training for on other Issues we are in disagreement, 
remind you that the red-hot stove is gainful employment. It was his amend- as. on the bill preset?-tly before us. As I 
still there. Mr. Howe has moved into ment to the Elementary-Secondary Act thmk the gentleman IS a~are, my respect 
cooler kitchens, but I do predict that his which, if not suspended by this year's for him and m~ ~dmirat10n for ~im are 
future guidelines will raise their tem- bill, raised the payments per child in in no way d~mmished by my disagree
peratures, as well. every state at least to one-half the na- ment with him or by. the fact that w_e 

Commissioner Howe is more of an tiona! average expenditure per pupil. propose to defeat his substitute, h1s 
educational theorist rather than an ad- Congressman QuiE was a champion of al?endment, his bill, or whatever he may 
ministrator. His background in this field Federal aid for preschool programs for Wish to call it this week. 
is decidedly limited. poor children before there was any such Mr. Chairman, this is the third time 

We have had some sad experiences prqgram as Headstart. He also helped in .as ~any. years that we have debated 
with these bureaucratic-drawn bills in save the national defense student loans this leg1slat10n on the floor of the House. 
the past few years. Without exception, last year. What we discuss here today is basically 
they have had well-sounding, vote- Congressman QUIE helped steer the ad- an.extent~on of the F~deral commitm«:nt 
getting titles. They, too, came down to ministration's program for aid for inter- to 1mprovmg the quallty and the equa~ity 
us with a "mustn't touch" label. national education through the Congress of elementary and secondary educatiOn 
. Those of us who would have amended in 1966. which our country offers to its children. 
them so that they might have lived-up These actions were certainly not those I .a:m s~re that m~st Memb~rs are 
to the promise of their titles were labeled of one who did not accept the responsi- famillar With the maJor provisiOns of 
as "irresponsible"-a pet White House bility of his duty as a Member of Con- the existing Elementary and Secondary 
epithet for those who question any ad- gress. Partisanship had no place in his Education Act. 
ministration proclamation. decisions. I will say that the administra- Title I provides a massive program of 

Many of my good friends of the same tion has benefited by the amendments assistance to school districts which have 
political party as the administration that he has drawn. Certainly none of a high concentration of students from 
had these same doubts about the e1fec- them have been disavowed by the people. low income families. 
tiveness of the legislation that was be- I would not have mentioned .these The gentleman from Ohio EMr. AYRES] 
ing steamrollered through the Congress. things if Vice President HUMPHREY had was exactly right in at least one sen
Ag!J,inst their . better judgment, they not attempted to make Minnesota politi- tence of his remarks; he said_:_if I quote 
"went along." They knew that much of cal ~ay by personally ascribing false him correctly: .. ' 
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· :,rhe, .~ue ,here is.,._wh~ther we at~ going to developed ·>3. ., la:r:{guageJ at:.ts curriculum overcom,j.ng the crippling-effects of pov
continue to have confidence in our local guide for .g~des one :t,o six, CQnduct.e<i an . erty: through ed'ijcatton~ Teacher .Corps 
scho.ol ad_UUJY18~1)ators ." _ . ' inservice' workshop for teachers of reme- members, especially tr~ined by university 

Title Ir oi ·ESEA· is a perfect example · dhU reading programs,-and..Planned sum- · p:r;og11~ms in education of the disadvan
of the vote. of confidence which .the Con- • mer enrichment programs. · taged, teach in the same kind of sc-hools
gress of the United States has~·given to C,pchise County, Ax:iz., an area larger those witp a high .p(mcentra~ion of 
local school' administrators, because the than Connecticut and Rbode Island com- .youngsters from low-income families
program works by channeling Federal bined, has been able to establish an itin- as tJtle I at~empts to re~li with special
funds into local public school districts, er.ant psycholdgical serv:ice center to ized educatio~~~ service~-~ .. -To the · com
unlike the proposal w.hich the gen.tle- counsel and refer: "problem students" mittee, the close links between the two 
man from Minnesota seeks to offer, .among the county's school population, programs justifies their_linkage in legis-
which does not channel the funds to Which rapges• from.1Me~i'1an immigrants latiO:Q. . 
local school districts. . to recently arrived military dependents. The second provision is a new part B 

Title II makes $12.5 million available to For the poor students of Swifton, Ark., of the title V assistance to the States, it 
States for the provision of textbooks, improved educ.atianal achievement may is for comprehensive educational plan
library books, and other instructional depend on the.hot breakfast provided by ning. Although. the language of title V 
materials for the use of children and their schuol or on the dental and opto- makes long-range educational planning 
teachers in pul>lic and nonpublic schools. metric services finally available to chil- technically eligible ·fo-r Federal support, 

Title III provides a stimulus to educa- dren who had. never received medical experience has showri that State depart
tors to innovation at supplementary treatment. · ments of education have such pressing 
centers which may serve as models for Sixty fifth, sixth, and seventh graders personnel needs that they have by and 
regular school programs. from Tulare' City, Calif., will not while large been unable to develop programs of 
' Title IV, which we do not amend ·in away their summer hours on the streets. statewide planning. , . 

.. this bill, presently provides support for Instead, they will visit places ·in that . But educational planning is absolutely 
research in the field of education arid great State which will help them learn- · necessary if education is to adopt to the 
the training of r.esearchers in education. places such as Sutter's Fort, the State requirements of a rapidly changing 

Title V, a very important part of this capitol,. and the cyclotron at the Univer- world. Therefore, the committee proposes 
bill, authorizes · grants to strengthen sity of California at Berkeley. Two weeks a new ·part B to title V specifically for 
State departments of education. before their departure on their educa- such planning. The State educational 

Last year, under the leadership of the tiona! odyssey will be spent in planning, agency would be d~signated the planning 
gentleman from -New York [Mr. CAREY], study, and research; after the children agency ,for eleme·ntary and secondary 

• a new title VI was added to this impres- return, an additional 2 weeks will lie de- education. If a State wished to include 
sive list; ·it provides for expanded pro- voted to evaluation, discussion, and study higher education in its· comprehensive 
grams for the education of handicapped of ·the trip; thus augmenting their re- planning program, it could designate a 
children and creates a Bureau of Educa- ·search, study, and language skills-. separate, coordinate agency. Funds used 
tion for the Handicapped ~ithin the Of- Mr. Chairman, let me now turn to some . under this part would he used, according 
fice,,of Education. . of the amendments which are offered to to a State plan, i:6 enumerate educational 

In past" years we have- talked about H.R. 7819. I may say for the most part goals, arrive at means of achieving such 
what .. the · Elementary , ·and Secondary that they propose ·no major changes in goals, and implement plans. This new 
Education Act oould do for the school- existing authority, although they do add part promises to be of 'prime importance 
children ,of America. Now we can talk significantly in some instances. to oul' State educational agencies and, 
about what it has done, why it is of im- First, the committee recommends that indeed, to school systems across the Na
portance, and point to many of the .the various titles of the act be extended tion. 
achievements under this milestone legis- through fiscal year 1969. This extension The gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
lation. '' would serve as a commitment on· the part MEEDS] will be addressing himself to the 

The ESEA qas made possibl'e special of the Federal Government to the school title V amendments during the debate. 
programs of remediation, health and nu- officials of the country that the programs I might add that members of the com
tritimla-1 services, and specialized in- will continue. We are all ·agreed, I think, mittee feel very str6ngly about the im
struct~o.n, all specifically designed under that a commitment of this nature is de- portance of strengthening State educa
title I to reach the needs of the educa- sirable and necessary to give local school tional agencies. I, in particular, feel 
tionally disadvantaged. About 8 .. 3 million administrators sufficient leadtime to strongly about this. Back in 1965 when 
children ~nrolled in public and private ·plan programs and hire personnel. This we first wrote this bill and the admin
schools have benefited 'under these pro- proposal has been made in response to istration suggested ari authoriz-ation of 
grams. · the unanimous request of the educators $10 mil'lion for title V programs, I moved 

This bill has given access to books and for enough leadtime to plan and :Prepare that the figure · be raised to $25 million 
materials purchased with, · Federal sup- in order to use this legislationcmost ef- because I felt it so significant and so 
port to nearly 50 million students and 2 fectively. important to provide greater resources 
million teachers and has made possible The committee also recommends, as to our State departments of education, 
the development of innovative programs the chairman noted, extension through and my amendment was adopted. 
which have funded ro million public and fiscal year 1969 of the provisions that al- Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to turn to 
nonpublic school children. low Indian children in Bureau of Indian what seem to me to be some of the 

The ESEA has created 1,000 new posi- Affairs schools to participate in programs threats to this existing legislation. 
tions, 522 of them professional, in our under titles I, II, and III, as well as rec- · Mr. Chairman, in the past few weeks, 
Stat~ departments of education, thereby ommending an extension of participation well after out committee had concluded 
helping the States to meet their responsi- by children in De,fense Department over- its deliberations and had favorably re
bilities to provide leadership and tech- seas dependent schools in ti~le II and III ported H.R. 7819~ several substitutes and 
nical assistance to local schools. programs. This authority is scheduled to major modifying amendments were pro-

. Translated into human terms, these expire at ~he end of this fiscal year. · posed. For the most part, the committee 
statistics mean 'that the schoolchildren The authority is scheduled to expire at was not given the opportunity to con
of this country are today being offered the end of this .flscal year. sider the substance of these proposals 
education of a significantly higher cal- Two new provisions of H.R. 7819 are and in no case was the committeegiven 
iber than that available to them 2 years of special interest and importance. First, the benefit of a specific prop<)sal for 
ago: Consider several c.oncrete examples part of what is known as -the Teacher consideration during the hearings. 
of the ESEA at work. Corps progra;r:n-authority to contract Now, Mr. Chairman, as we are all 

Children in eight counties of West Vir - -with local sc~opls for provision of aware, Federal aid to our country's ele
ginia's "eastern panhandle," a rural area Teacher Corps teams-becomes-part B of mentary and secondary schools was al
of limited resources, now benefit from the title I. The committee took this step be- most as long in coming as it has proved 
services ~of a curriculum improvement cause of the close relationship between ' to be necessary. Legislating in this clil
ceriter which has already studied the po- the Teacher Corps and the purposes of cial area requires careful consideration 
tential value of a centralized film library, title I of ESEA. Both are dedic&ted to and careful study and continuing dia-
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log with leading educators throughout 
the country in an effort to come up with 
a basic program which will strengthen 
the quality . of education across the 
Nation. ~. 

Mr. Chairman, the traditional method 
under-· our congressional system for the 
development of such significant and deli
cate legislation by the Congress is that 
of presenting alternative proposals, pro
posals which are studied carefully by the 
committee under whose. jurisdiction the 
matters come, in open hearings. commit
tee consideration and review, and finally 
presented for consideration by this House 
of Representatives. But, Mr. Chairman, 
this time-honored procedure has not 
been followed by those who would replace 
the pioneering 1965 act with a substitute 
or who would change it radically with 
major amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems .1 to me we 
should. not condone bypassing the entire 
committee procedure· in •such a critical 
legislative area as the education of the 
Nation's chii<iren. I can see no reason 
why the proposed substitutes and major 
amendments, if they are as clearly neces
sary as theh: proponents. claim, could not 
have been presented to the committee for 
public questioning, consideration, a.nd 
discussion. ' 

Mr. Chtiirma;n, the Nation's educators 
have time and again testified before our 
committee on the need for more lead
time and advanced planning on major 
legislative matters. 

Mr. Chairman, for us now to legislate 
major changes in the present program 
of Federal aid to our schools, without 
affording both educatoFs and legislators 
as well as other interested groups, the 
opportunity to raise questions and to 
make clarifying points in connection with 
the drastic and major changes proposed 
in the extension of this legislation, would 
represent a tragic mistake in the con
sideration of this prog;ram . ., 

,Mr. Chairman, I am not alone in ex
pressing this concen1. . 

· Mr. Chairman, school superintende!lts, 
educational associations, religious groups, 
and others, all have expressed great con
sternation over the possibilitY that fun
damental changes in the painfully, care
fully woven fabric of the .present pro
gram.might be ma.de without their haytng 
had an opportunity to unqer..stand, pub
licly, the meaning and. the nature of 
these proposed alternatives. 
· Mr. Chairman, I feel .it is especially 

significant, for example, that the~ highly 
r.espected American Council on Educa
tion has taken . strong exception to the 
manner in which. the opponents of the 
bill and ·of the present pending legisla
tion have proceeded. ~ . 
· ·Mr. Chairman, the :ACE is mainly in
terested in higher equcation and has 
no vested interest in the ongoing ESEA 
no:r in a particular form of· Federal as
sistance to elementary and secondary. 
schools. Yet the ACE has expressed "vig
orous opposition to the method by whicb 
the radical alterations in the present 
program have been proposed. 

Here, Mr. Chairman, for example,. is 
what the president- of the. :ACE, Logan 
Wilson, said: '~ •. 

Otir concern is botll"immediate and i6ng
\'ange, We have been and will 'again be called 

to testify on leg1J;lation directly affecting 
higher education. lf acts as important as the 
Eletnenta.ry and Secondary Education Act-
the prodUct of years of effort on the part of. 
dedicated legislators, public officials, and pri
~ate citizens of •both 'parties-can be sub
jected to the pOssibility of undergoing radi
cal change by offering an ame:qdment on the 
floor of the House aftm' hearings have been 
concluded, then those who believe in the 
v.a.lue of congressional hearings as the way 
of Gft!veloping sound legislation can never be 
confident toot the legislation on which they 
are testifying is the~' legislation with which 
they wm live. We believe strongly that 1f 
members of the congressional committees are 
con.sider~ng substitute legislation, that leg
islation sh'ould be introduced prior to the 
opening of hearings so that witnesses may 
have an opportunity to testify on the merits 
and demerits of both the legislation before 
the coinfnittee and any proposed substitute. 
When our Congress acts, its actions should be 
infornaed. ' 

Mr. Chairman, I note also that a few 
days ago the Baptist Joint Committee 
oii Public Affairs, a group which has not 
always been ea.sy with the approach to 
aid to schools that is represented by this 
legislation, said: 

There should be public hearings on such 
an important measure as this. No one, Con
gressmen included, has had a chance to ask 
publicly for the meaning of important 
phrases found in the p_roposed substitutes. 
Objections and questions--

The Baptist Joint Committee on Pub
lic Affairs continues-
have had to be stated and asked only over 
the phone or, for some, in closed-door con
ferences. 

I might add, Mr. Chairman, that in 
my view this valid objection applies not 
only to the proposed substitutes which, 
as Mr. PERKINS has indicated, have been 
altered, modified, and reintroduced in 
a most confusing and haphazard man
ner amended, rather than in the most 
apprQpriate manner, but may also be ap
plied to major amendments which have 
just been proposed. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one last issue 
to which I wish to address myself, for 
it goes to the very heart of the carefully 
conyeived and painstakingly woven fab
ric of accommodation and understand
ing which pe:nnitted the establishment 
of the program of Federal assistance to 
the schools in the first place. 

The proposed substitutes and altera
tions of the ESEA once again raise the 
specter of divisive conflict of church
state problems. And let us not try to say 
that there is no problem, and I think it 
is significant to note that practically all 
major religious groups have professed 
their greatest concern over tbe Quie 
amendment, and the modifications, the 
alterations, which it proposed, and have 
urged passage of H.R. 7891. 

For, Mr. Chairman, in more than 30 
States the substantial involvement of the 
State educational agencies in the admin
istration of programs under the proposed 
~ubstitutes and major modifications, 
would raise the most serious State con
stitutional questions with regard to aid 
to church-related schools. 

·'I'he likelihood under either the sub
stitute or major amendments is that 
some States would be able' to participate 
in this major program of Federal assist
ance to the schools and others would 

not. Such an inequitable result not only 
jeopardiZes the delicate balance of sup
port for Federal aid to the schools, but it 
would mean that children in soine 
States-those with flexible constitutional 
provisions-would have a ·chance for a 
better education plan than their young 
friends in other States. 

Mr. Chairman, let me· insert at this 
point in the ·REcORD a telegram signed 
by spokesmen for three major religious 
faiths, and I here note that the signatory 
is Arthur S. Flemming, president of the 
University of Oregon and former Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
under President Eisenhower. Mr. Flem
ming is president of the National Coun
cil of Churches: 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
should not be abandoned before it has had 
time to prove its great promise for under
girding A~erlcan education. 

We oppose any amendments which woul<t 
dilu~ Federal responsibility for desegrega
tio;n climinish benefits .to educationally de
prived children or reintroduce the church-
state controversy. · 

ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 
President, National Council of Churches. 

Msgr. JAMES DONAHUE, . 
Director, D,epartment of Ect,ucatiort, 

U.$. Catholic Conference. 
Rabbi SEYMOUR J. COHEN, 

President, Synagogue Council of Amer1ca. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BRADEMAS. i prefer not to yield 
until I have concluded. 

Mr. Chairman, such an unequal op
portunity to participate in the benefits 
of Federal aid is unwise, unsound, and 
unfair. 

. I believe it significant to note that 
practically all major religious groups
among them the U.S. Catholic Confer
ence, the Citizens for Educational Free
dom, the Board of Christian Education 
of the Evangelical Brethren Church, the 
Department of Christian Education' bf 
the Episcopal Church, the Division' of 
Parish Education of the United Presby
terian Church,, and the Division of Chris
tian Education of the United Church of 
Christ, oppese alteration of the ESEA 
and they support its extension by the 
passage of the bill H.R. 7819. 

Learned legal counsel for many of 
these ~groups, with years of experience 
in the field of church-state relations, 
have cons1dered the ane·ged safeguards 
for the participation by children in pa
rochial schools; in the prepared amend
ments' and have found the so-called 
sa{eguards insufficient to assure that all 
childrei.l will benefit fron;t Federal aid to 
schools. 

•Mr. Chairman, a document prepared 
by the Baptist Joint Committee on Pub
lic Affairs summarizes' many of the con
cerns t~at church groups have ~nd helps 
explain the opposition of the Quie mea.s
ure on the part of so many ·religious 
groups. I here quote relevant excerpts 
from the conclusions set forth in this 
report: · · · 

, SOME COJi"CLUSIONS ',rO DATE 

First, a general aid bill' which would simply 
grant money to states f.or whatever use they 
see fit is today as in the past" politically 
impossible. · 

Second, the hope of. Representativ~•.Quie 
"to achieve the advantages o:ll general aid 
through block grants for a broad range of 
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educational programs" is not very w~ll real
ized by the present substitute bill. Fifty per 
cent of its funds are required to go into one 
category. Seven per cent of its funds go into 
another. And beyond that the state must 
give priority to programs d_esigned for the 
educationally and culturally deprived, for 
areas experienCing rapid growth, and for 
areas limited by economic depression and 
geographic isolation. 

True, the Quie bill lists more categories 
and broader categories than ESEA, but in 
adding the requirements just listed, it takes 
back a large part of the freedom it originally 
proposed. 

Third, the Qute bill is designed to shift 
some control of the operation of federal edu
cation programs from Washington to the 
states. We think that this is a desira'Qle shift 
if done within broad national policy, but we 
are not sure it can be done without causing 
major problems in matters of church-state 
relations. In requiring that federal funds not 
be commingled with state ·"funds, the sup
porters of the substitute bill hope that state 
constitutions which forbid state support of 
private education can be leapfrogged. There 
is much learned legal opinion to the con
trary. In many states the attorney general 
could rule against it. Quie's effort to handle 
this possib111ty by letting the federal govern
ment operate those educational resource pro
grams which the states cannot operate, ap
plies to only a part of the bill, and this 
effort gives back to the federal government 
some of the control that Quie's supporters 
object to in ESEA. We note that there may 
be no plan that can escape these dilemmas 
successfully. . 

We believe that if most of the states can
not benefit pupils in private schools under 
the Quie bill as much as is presently the 
case under ESEA, private school supporters 
will move to amend or destroy it. This will 
open all the issues aga_in. 

Fourth, we think that at the point of 
church-state issues raised by federal aid, the 
Quie bill is not an improvement over ESEA. 
Beyond the above-mentioned uncertai.nty re
garding commingling, we note that in the 
new proposal the aids which are designed 
to go to pupUs in pi"ivate schools are more 
loosely defined than in ESEA. 

Fifth, we feel that we must make a 
procedural objection to those responsible for 
this and any other substitute b111 that is 
likely to appear now. There should be pub
lic Hearings on such an important measure 
as this. This procedural matter relates to 
substance. No one, Congressmen included, 
has had a chance to ask public for the 
meaning of such phrases as those found 1n 
sub-section 8. Objections and questions have 
had to be stated and asked only over the 
phone or, for some, in closed-door confer
ences. Our reaction is the same as ·the reao-

. tlon of Logan Wllson, President of the Amer
ican Council on Education. 

"OUr concern is both immediate and long
range. We have been and will again be called 
to testify on legislation directly affecting 
higher education. If acts as important as the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act-
the product of years of effort on the part of 
dedicated legislators, public ofticials, and 
private citizens of ooth parties-c.an ·be sub
jected to the possibility of undergoing rad
ical change by offering an amendment on 
the floor of the House after hearings have 
been concluded, then those who believe 1n 
the value of Congressional hearings as the 
way of developing sound legislation can never 
be confident that the legislation on ·Which 
they are testifying is the legislation with 
which they will live. We believe strongly 
that if members of the Congressional com
mittees are considering" substitute legisla
tion, that legislation should be introduced 
prior to the opening of hearings so that wit
nesses may have an opportunity to testify on 
the merits and demerits of both the legisla
tion before the committee and any proposed 
substitute. When our Congress acts, its ac-

tions should be informed." (Htgher Edtrca
tion and National Affairs,~ May 6, 1967 •. p. S) 

And the need for Hearings goes beyond the 
need for information. On the kind of blll 
that necessarily uses broad terms, Hearings 
clarify the meaning ot those terms. The Re:
port of the Hearings gives substantial aid to 
the courts and, adm1n1strators as they tty to 
understand the meaning of the measure they 
must interpret and administer. Without 
Hearings the only record is that of ttoor 
debate. In the House, this must be very brief. 

Whlle we share the minority's conviction 
that federal authority 1n education· should 
be minimized, and whlle we reallze that the 
polltical art is the art of the possible, we 
feel that the values aim~ at by the sup
porters of the substitute are not certainly and 
clearly achieved and the problems it creates 
are potentially substantial. We cannot con
clude ·that it helps promote the education 
of the American youth in ways whJ.ch, on 
balance, are advantageous when compared 
to what is done under ESEA. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. CAREY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is important 
to note, in connection with the very sig
nificant remarks the gentleman is mak
ing, that there is mischief in this bill, or 
in the amendments, or in the series of 
amendments as. proposed by the gentle
man from Minnesota, in the way in which 
the gentleman says the interests of the 
nonpublic school child will be protected. 

The gentleman indicates that if there 
is a State barrier-if there is a State 
barrier to· providing direct aid to the 
parochial schools to carry out the pro
gram in general aid-then by reason of 
the gentleman's device in his proposed 
measure the Commissioner of Education 
would be authorized to make this pro
gram available. 

Mr. Chairman, here ·we would have a 
three-way contest. The nonpublic sc:Q.ools 
would be required to go to the Commis
sioner, if they felt they could best serve 
their interest there, or if they could best 
be served by law, then through the At
torney General or the State legislature. 
Then it would be the Commissioner of 
Education who would be the one to give 
leave to go ahead, and this to me would 
set up a holy war. It would set up a holy 
war between the opposing factions in this 
matter that would make the current dif
ficulty in the suez Canal look like an old 
school picnic. And when it comes to a 
holy war, Mr. Chairman, I believe it 
would be a terrible thing because it wlll 
set forces to play again when for the last 
year we have had nothing but a whole
some intercourse of discussion between 
the religious and educational groups. And 
if we inject this kind of vandalism into 
our politics, we will set this war on fire 
again. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. I thank my col
league for his. contribution. 

I want to observe that in the 2 weeks 
of hearings or more that we had on this 
legislation, I think it is fair to say that 
not once was any serious question raised 
with respect to the church-state accom-
modation. ' 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield?· 

Mr. B~ADEMAS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this time to compli~ent the distin
guished author of this bill, the gentle
man from Indiana [Mr. BRADEMAS] who 
has worked untiringly and diligently and 
has rendered a · great service to the whole 
country in ' his efforts to bring before 
this body a bill that everybody, in my 
judgment, should support. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. I thank the distin
guished chairman. 

I am quite aware that my friend, the 
gentleman ·from Minnesota, put in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. the other day a 
document that he had had prepared by 
the Legislative·: Reference Servtce of the 
Library of Congress. ·· 

But there is a sentence in that docu
ment that is quite revealing and it says 
this: 

At this time, the answer to the fundamen
tal church-state question put by the critics 
of the (substitute) proposal, can only take 
the form of speculation. 

My colleagues of the House, I do not 
believe1 it is wise or sound to legislate in 
an area where there are such delicate 
feelings, in an area which has on the 
record proved susceptible to working out 
accommodations clear across a country 
with nearly 200 million people, in an 
area where we have had support from 
both Republicans and Democrats-! do 
not see that it is wise or sound-or con
servative-! may say, to tear up that 
kind of fabric and try to put in its place 
something that has already proved to 
be as divisive as the substitute proposals 
of the gentleman on the other ·side of the 
aisle. 

I know that many of us on our side 
of the aisle are described as liberals. I 
have never been quite· sure what the 
difference between "liberal" and· "con
$ervative" is. 

But in one respect I know I am very 
conservative-and I think my colleague 
from Minnesota would agree to this
and that is that when something is work
ing, I believe that you do not tear it 
apart: you do not explode it. For if you 
follow such a cause, you know no·t what 
you do. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope very much that 
this House will give very careful con
sideration as we move ahead in this · 
debate, which I hope w111 be a thought
ful debate and which I hope will not be 
acrimonious and which I hope will be 
conducted with respect on both sides. 
Then I hope that this House in its wis
dom will give renewed strength to the 
structure of Federal assistance to our 
schools that we erected just 2 years ago 
and for which we fought for many years 
and with the support of Members on 
both sides. 

Then I hope also that this House wlll 
in its wisdom oppose those substitutes 
and those amendments which may bring 
that painfully erected structure crash
ing down and halt the flow of Federal 
funds to the local schools in our country 
for who knows how many years to come. 

Mr. Chairman, this 1s a landmark bill 
that we are considering this week in 
the House of Representatives. I hope very 
much that we shall have in mind as we 
consider it not so much the interest of 
a particular. party-not so much the in
terest of a school district-not so much 
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the interest of any church group or the 
interes·t of a State agency or local agency 
or of the Office of Education. But let us 
keep our minds on the target-for what 
we are talking about 1s the education 
of the young people of our country. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 
minutes to the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. QUIE]. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, it has been 
quite interesting to listen to the debate 
so far, and I find particularly interesting 
the comments of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CAREY]. When you read 
his comments tomorrow, you will find 
also that he chose his words well, causing 
us to gain impressions about my amend
ment which are not accurate. For in .. 
stance, he mentioned "general aid." Now 
you know my amendment is not any more 
"general aid" than the present law de
spite all the misinformation passed out 
by the administration and the other side 
of the aisle. My amendment would put 
titles I, II, III, and V together in one 
grant. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I do not recall that the gen
tleman from Indiana yielded to me, 
though my name was used a great deal. 
But I believe it is ridiculous not to yield 
to another Member for debate, so I am 
glad to yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. CAREY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I have great respect for him, 
and I am almost too timid to ask him to 
yield, knowing the effectiveness he has 
in argument. But let me suggest to you 
that I am referring to the promises and 
proposals that the distinguished gentle
man from Minnesota made and that were 
reinforced and that were reendorsed by 
the minority leader on the other side 
when the question arose as to how the 
interest of children in nonpublic schools. 
would be served. 

I have in my possession documents and 
letters in which assurances were given 
to such groups as the Citizens for Educa
tional Freedom that not only would the 
children in nonpublic schools be given 
the same kind of aid that they were ac
customed to receive under the adminis
tration proposal, but that the program 
would be expanded to include special 
programs for educationally deprived 
children. 

These are not my constructions. These 
are assurances that were given when I 
asked how this was to be done. It was 
then indicated that 1f by reason of con
stitutional limitations States could not 
make these programs available, then the 
Commissioner of Education in a State 
would make the programs available to 
nonpublic schools. So the promises were 
given. Assurances were given. These are 
not my promises or assurances. When 
you add them, and since the bill now calls 
for only special programs, when you add 
up the assurances and the blandishments, 
I might say, given by the gentleman from 
Minnesota, the list must add up to gen
eral aid. I do not think that historically 
the gentleman has been against general 
aid. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I cannot 
yield any further if you cannot bring 

yourself to the point, for we have limited 
time. 

Mr. CAREY. I am saying this. If you 
will spell out for the Committee of the 
Whole today the same kind of assurances 
that you have given to groups who have 
given to groups who have been contend
ing for the same aid in nonpublic schools, 
and you spell those out carefully and 
precisely, you might find the gentleman 
from New York sitting beside you and 
joining you in the debate to give this 
new general aid to nonpublic schools. I 
want to see it in writing and in the 
RECORD as I have seen the private as
surances that you have given to groups 
arou11;d the country. 

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman from New 
York is a clever debater. To the previous 
speaker he attempted to give the impres
sion that my amendment would elimi
nate the possibility of private schools 
benefiting from the bill. Now he says he 
fears that this is general aid, and private 
school· people will get so much money 
that perhaps the public school people 
ought to be fearful of the amendment. 
We have been engaged in this tactic for 
about a month. 

As I have been listening to Members on 
the other side talk about my amendment, 
I have felt that we should look at my 
amendment and see what it really does .. 
My amendment is not general aid. It ' 
puts together four titles in the Ele
mentary and secondary Education Act. 
It provides as the present law does 
that if textbooks, libracy resources, and 
printed instructional material cannot be 
made available to the private schools by 
the public schools in any State, then 
there can be a bypass. This bypass is in 
my amendment. It is exactly identical 
to the present act. There is no bypass 
for services because there is no bypass 
for services in the present act. I use the 
same principle in the present Act for 
educational services for the private 
school children. They will be able 
to benefit. The amendment would re
quire the local school system and the 
State to provide that private school chil
dren participate in all education pro
grams. 

Anyone who will read my amendment
take the last version of it, if you will, but 
what I say is the same in all of them
you will see that that same principle is 
involved in my amendment as is em
bodied in the present act, but it is dif
ferent to the extent that the principle 
is expanded to its fullest. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. If the gentleman will allow 
me to take a little time to explain the 
amendment, as he took a long time 
to explain his point of view on my time, 
I will then be glad to yield a little bit 
later. It extends the opportunity for 
private school children to the fullest ex
tent under the principles already adopted 
in the Elementary and Secondary School 
Act, that is, it is not limited to textbooks 
and library resources, but it also extends 
to laboratory, audiovisual, ·and other 
instructional equipment. 

It also provides that in any program
not just programs for the educationally 
deprived, but any program-which 

would be funded under my amendment, 
which would mean the combination of 
four titles of ESEA, that private school 
children would be able to benefit from 
the program. That is exactly what my 
amendment does. 

I might add also that I placed the 
changes in the RECORD so that people 
might know th.e process of change. There 
has also been change in the existing act. 
The administration sent it up in 1965; 
the committee changed it. There were 
substantive amendments made on the 
floor. Then there was an extension in 
1966. We had some more changes pro
posed by the administration last year. 
There were the changes made in the 
committee. Some more changes were 
made on the floor of the House. Then 
this year the administration sent up 
amendments for 1968. We changed them 
in the committee, and I have a feeling 
that there are going to be a few other 
changes made here on the floor. So 
my changes and amendments are not 
unique and peculiar. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I trust 
the gentleman will agree that a great 
deal of the confusion that has been gen
erated about his meaning and intent, 
about what is proper and righteous leg
islation, has been created by the suc
cessive series of amendments which he 
has printed in the RECORD and which we 
have had to study to see what each de
velopment meant. Now, I ask a question: 
Have we read the last Quie amendment, 
or is there something new and different 
coming tomorrow? 

Mr. QUIE. Tomorrow I will be offer
ing an amendment as it fits into the 
bill. Heretofore I have been showing 
exactly what it would do to combine 
titles I, II, III and V. Tomorrow, of 
course, it will be in the form of the 
amendment as it is being offered. It will 
have been one of the most discussed 
amendments ever to have been offered 
on this floor. In April I put it in the 
form of a bill in order that it could be 
printed and the Members and others 
could be able to look at it. But when I 
offer it, it will be for the same purposes 
as have already been seen. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. QUIE. Yes, I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. CAREY. I welcome the additional 
it~m which the gentleman says wlll be 
proffered to non-public-school children 
specifically, that will allow or authorize 
the :aboratory equipment and such sup
plies and audiovisual equipment which 
wm be placed in the other than public 
schools. 

I am sure the gentleman is aware that 
the carefully constructed compromise, 
which we worked out in 1965 in the com
mittee and on the floor of the House and 
in conference, will be most precisely 
spelled out as to exactly how the mate
rials and equipment and textbooks and 
audiovisual equipment, and so forth, 
will be placed on loan in non-public
school premises. No such qualifications 
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have been placed in this. Therefore, I 
must look at this as something of a 
Trojan horse. It is well to give them 
something in the bill which they cannot 
obtain under State law. This is where I 
expect the controversy in the States. It 
is one thing to own a textbook for a 
given course. It is one thing to put audio
visual items in for the tenure of that 
time. But it is quite another thing to 
move in the more sophisticated and 
highly technical laboratory equipment, 
which has to be installed in place, with 
materials therefor, and additional audio
visual equipment without precise guide
lines as to how this equipment is going 
to be used. 

I suggest that since the States cannot 
draw these" guidelines, we are placing 
in the hands of the Commissioner of Ed
ucation new and additional responsibil
ity for spelling out those guidelines. 
These will not obtain in the public 
schools. We all have been saying we 
should restrict the Commissioner, but 
we are going to make him, in a sense, 
the "Vicar General" of the nonpublic 
schools, who will decide exactly what 
they should get, whether the State 
wants them to receive it or not. 

This is where I see the beginning of 
the ''holy war" starting all over. I want 
equal treatment for the children in non
public schools, where- they need special 
materials, equipment, and programs, just 
as they are receiving them in the public 
schools. What the gentleman is doing 
is setting up something not tried in hear
ings, not tried in public debate, not dis
cussed by the religious and educational 
groups. This is the pig-in-the-poke that 
is going to set of! the worst hue and cry 
as to wha>t we are going to get in this 
new bonanza, which the gentleman orig
inates in his bill, but which may tum 
out to be a hot nugget when it gets down 
to the school district. 

Mr. QUIE. I recall those same argu
ments in 1965, that were raised by some 
individuals in this body about the great 
"holy war" this was going to start, and 
instead of having the "war" debated in 
the Congress on the Federal level it 
would all occur on the local level. It 
seems as though the gentleman from 
New York must have picked up the argu
ments used at that time as an argument 
against providing laboratory and other 
instructional equipment to private 
schools on a loan basis. It is interesting 
that they did not turn out to be true, 
and I cannot see any distinction between 
a microscope loaned for a private school 
laboratory and a set 6f encyclopedias 
loaned for a private school library under 
the existing act. 

at the local level, when educators 1n 
the public and private schools began to 
sit down to talk together they found out 
that they did not have, on either side, 
horns, and they learned how to work 
together. 

That was not true in all communities, 
6ut in the communities that have made 
great progress. 

I have no doubt that the same kind of 
cooperation can develop on the State 
level, when it is a requirement of eacn 
State to develop a State plan which wtll 
include the same safeguards for private
school children which the present law 

carries for the Elementary and Second
ary School Act, and that would be a real 
advantage growing out of my amend
ment. 

I do not want to change those same 
pripciples which have been tried. I want 
to continue and extend them. 

I believe we have made a significant 
breakthrough as to the constitutional 
prohibition which once prohibited us 
from providing assistance to private
school children. Therefore, I do not want 
to have those changed. 

Let us look at my amendment and the 
reason why it il) now before us. 

Earlier this year I realized that we 
would be moving to the new years of the 
E'lemen tary and Secondary ' School Act 
and its administration, and eventually 
the administration would send up legis
lation for extension to 1969 and beyond. 

Earlier this year I began drafting a 
proposal, H.R. 7477, which put together 
a number of the categorical elementary 
and secondary school aid programs which 
the Federal Government is assisting in, 
into one block grant. It included not only 
ESEA but NDEA as well. 

I introduced it in the expectation that 
when hearings were held by the commit
tee on the ,extension to 1969 and beyond 
educators would be able to see what my 
bill was and would be able to study it and 
make comments on it when the hearings 
were held. However, we were prevented 
from having such hearings because on 
the last day in the markup of the 'bill 
the committee decided to. extend the act 
into 1969 as a part of this bill. This pre
cluded any hearings from being held on 
that question. 

I informed my colleagues that the only 
alternative I had then was to offer an 
amendment for 1969 which would put to
gether titles I, II, m and V, into one 
block grant, one State plan, and one 
formula. This is what we have before us 
today. 

I would have preferred to wait with 
the extension for 1969, in order that we 
plight hold hearings on it. That was not 
done. Instead, we have here my only 
alternative, which is to argue it out here 
on the floor. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the chairman of 
the committee. 

, Mr. PERKINS. Tl}e gentleman will ad
mit that there is nothing in the commit
tee hearing record concerning the so
called Quie amendments, that no testi
mony has be~n directed to the Quie 
amendments as such. Am I correct in 
that statement? 

Mr. QUIE. There were recommenda
tions in the committee by educators that 
we extend to 1969, and also the record 
is replete with answers to questions 
which the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. GooDELL] and I asked about moving 
to block grants and moving this direc
tion, with substantial support for that 
from the witnesses, as well as for the 
extension to 1969. 

Mr. PERKINS. But the gentleman has 
adm'itted that we discussed general aid 
hearings and it was agreed that we 
would conquct such hearings later this 
year, but after I suggested or some Mem
ber of the committee suggested that we 

extend the bill until fiscal year 1969 then 
it was, on March 20, after the hearings 
had ceased, that the gentleman decided 
he would offer his amendment. Is that a 
correct statement? 

Mr. QUIE. The correct statement is 
that the bill was introduced on March 
20. I wanted to have the benefit of all 
the hearings before I introduced my sub
stitute. That is why the date came at 
that time. I expected March 20 would be 
at least 2 months before hearings would 
be held on the extension of ESEA to 1969 
and beyond. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman 10 additional minutes. 

Mr. QUIE. If the committee had with
held the extension until 1969, we would 
have known one thing, that there would 
have to be hearings held this year, be
cause there is a feeling that we ought to 
extend a year in advance. However, by 
extending this to 1969, as the committee 
bill proposes, if it were to be enacted, 
then there would have been no pressure 
on the committee to hold hearings this 
year. 

If we go into next year, you can imag
ine, in an election year, the possibility of 
Congress adopting something new, con
troversial, and different. If we put it off 
until next year, as the chairman recog
nizes-and this is in the area of reality 
and possibility-it would be early 1969 
before there would be an extension, 
which would be a straight extension for 
another year, because we could not bring 
in something new without giving the 
schools a full year of leadtime. My 
amendment gives the schools 1 year of 
leadtime to develop State plans. 

The first time that we· could ever look 
toward the possibility of unifying some 
of these programs into one grant would 
be 1971. So now is the time that we have 
to move, or it will be put of! until 1971, 
and I say that in the interests of educa
tion we cannot wait that long. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield for one short com
ment, and then I want to yield to my 
colleagues on my side of the aisle. 

Mr. PERKINS. I think the gentleman 
will agree that the testimony indicated 
we should extend the bill to fiscal year 
1969 and that the extension was reason
able in order to give the local school dis
tricts timely authorizations and give the 
Appropriations Committee lead time so 
that the school districts could get along 
with their business. Now here you come 
in with a continuing program and an 
open-end authorization after fiscal year 
1969 with $3 billion for fiscal year 1969 
without any hearings at all. Do you not 
think it would hav.e been much better for 
us ' after we extended the present bill to 
fiscal year 1969 to have: worked out some 
other bridge that we could cross toward 
a general grant approach·? 

Mr. QU~. I tell the chairman .that if 
the Republican amendment extending 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act to 1969 and beyond with block 
grants is enacted, there would be such 
strong pressure from your side of the 
aisle to hold hearings that I am confi-
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dent hearings would be held. If my 
amendment is knocked down here, we 
will not see any hearings this year. How
ever, if it is adopted, I know one thing 
for certain, and that is we will have con
sideration. 

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield· to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. ERLENBORN; I hesitate to ask 
these questions at this time because the 
gentleman from Minnesota has had so 
very little time for debating his proposal 
because he has been yielding to others. 

The chairman makes a point that no 
hearings were held on your amendment 
that would change the course of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
I ask the gentleman from Minnesota is 
it not likewise just as true that no hear
ings were held on the extension of the 
authorization for fiscal year 1969, which 
is a matter completely in the control of 
the chairman, and no hearings whatso
ever were held on that extension. 
-Mr. QUIE. That is right. . 
Mr. ERLENBORN. And it was because 

of that you were unable to have hearings 
on the authorization for 1969? 

Mr. QUIE. That is correct. 
Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman 

from New York. 
Mr. GOODELL. This point about no 

hearings is getting to the stage of being 
a little ridiculous. I say to my colleagues 
on the· other side of the aisle that there 
have been no hearings on H.R. 7819, the 
'Brademas bill, as it comes to the floor. 
We enacted a number of amendments as 
the bill came to the committee, and the 
bill in final form, as changed by our com
mittee, has not had hearings under the 
normal procedure; and we had full hear
ings on the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. We probed expert wit
nesses and asked for suggestions on how 
this act should be changed. As a result of 
those suggestions and our own experi
ence, we got together in the , committee 
and enacted a number of am:eqdments to 
the· administration's proposal. We have 
not had ·hearings on those amendments 
any more than we have had hearings on 
the amendments the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. QUIE] put together in a 
·very simple, straightforward way to 
combine four titles of the present act. 

It is a little ridiculous to keep saying 
that we have not had hearings. We en
acted the manpower retraining program 
in 1962 as a complete substitute on this 
floor. You, the gentleman from Ken
tucky, were acrtive in completely rewrit
ing the Vocational Education Act, and we 
never held hearings on that bill as it 
came out of the committee, because, as 
the gentleman knows, on a bipartisan 
basis we completely rewrote the admin
istration's proposal on which we held 
hearings. Let us face the fact that we 
have the right and the prerogative and 
the obligation in this House to enact 
amendments in Committee on the floor 
based upon general hearings on the sub
ject matter. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. QUIE. I would like to add one 
other comment to the statement made by 
the gentleman from New York. 

Then I read Dr. Logan Chilson's let
ter from the American Council on Edu
cation condemning the tactics used in 
my amendment. This is the same as I 
used on a bill they were especially pleased 
about. 

You recall the Higher Education Aca
demic Facilities Act when it was first 
introduced. There were hearings held on 
the bill and I offered an amendment to 
completely change it, and it did not pre
vail in subcommittee. 

In the full committee, however, a ma
jority-sided with me and we did substan
t~lly change the bill and my substitute 
was adopted. At that time we put fu 
grants to all institutions of higher learn
ing, public and private. There were 
never any hearings held on that before it 
was brought to the floor. We do this as 
usual practice. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. Yes, I yield once more 
to the gentleman from Kentucky, the 
chairman of the full committee, and 
then I had better get on to the balance 
of my statement. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, let .me 
say to the able gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. QuiEJ that all the hearings 
that were conducted this year, were con
ducted on a bill Jdentical, except with a 
few amendmentS that were adopted to 
the Brademas bill. 

Mr·. GOOPELL. I would say to the 
gentlem~;tn from Kentucky that that is 
not true. Already amendments have 
been adopted in committee to change 
administration proposals for title v of 
the act and the Teacher Corps. Also a 
number of other amendments were 
adopted. H.R. 7819 itself is an amend,.. 
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

Mr. QUIE. I would say to the gentle
man from Kentucky that my amend
ments are pretty much proposals that 
have been made before. As the gen
tleman from Kentucky knows, I have 
offered in previous years amendments 
designed to change title III to a State 
plan and that was never referred to as 
being "radical," and I proposed changes 
to title I to provide for a State plan for 
that title. This is exactly the same thing 
I am recommending here, that State 
plans be inaugurated for titles I and III. 
We presently have a State plan for title 
II, and already most of the money goes 
to the State in title V. But, instead of 
requiring four State plans, I propose 
that those four titles be administered 
by a single State plan. 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman from Minnesota 
yield for a noncontroversial question? 

Mr. QUIE. There is nothing new .about 
this; the State plan is used in the NDEA 
and in title n of the- ESEA as well as in 
a number of other areas such as voca
tional education, that provide such as-
sistance. The formula is not new. It has 
been in use for 9 years in the National 
Defense Education Act. 

Mr. Chairman, one can look at the 
vocational education programs and 
observe the same type of formula in oper-

atioh. So, this is nothing new or unique 
in any way. 

On the other hand, our committee 
inserted the inequitable AF'DC formula 
in title I of this act in 1965 against 
administration advice without ever hav
ing held a hearing on it. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. QUIE. Yes; I yield once more to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. PERKINS: Mr. Chairman, under 
the impacted area program at the pres
ent time we count the children and one 
knows the amount of funds that will go 
into every school district throughout the 
country under the ESEA, based upon 
census data, data which is devised to di
rect Federal funds to certain localities 
where the problems of poverty and dep
rivation are concentrated. In other 
words, we know the amount of funds that 
go into every county in this country. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, under this ' so
called grant block approach, can the 
gentleman ·from 'Minnesota [Mr. QuiE] 
tell this Committee what funds will go 
into any school district in this Nation 
under the so-called grant block ap
proach? Can the gentleman answer that 
question? 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I am glad 
the gentleman from Kentucky has 
brought up that qu,estion. It is my opinioh 
that this is a very significant point about 
which the gentleman has inquired. · 

However, Mr. Chairman, let us look at 
the State of New York now which has 
405,584 eligible students, according to 
this report of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare of the U.S. Senate, 
concerning the administration of title I 
ESEA programs, which committee print 

·was published in May· of 1967. So, ·Mr. 
Chairman, one can see that this is very 
recent information. The State of New 
York actually had eligible--

Mr. PERKINS. Now, Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman from Minnesota misun-
derstood me. · 

Mr. QUIE. No; I will say to the gentle
man that I have the time and I will get 
around to answering the gentleman's 
question. ' 

Mr. PERKINS. I am not talking about 
the States or--

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Chairman, regula-r 
order. · · 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman, 
regular order. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
QuiE] refuses to yield. The chairman of 
the committee should respect the gentle
man's refusal to yield. 

Mr. PERKINS. I respect the gentle
man's refusal. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Minnesota refuses to yield. 

The gentleman from Minnesota will 
'proceed. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I shall an
swer the gentleman's question, but I 
want to show how unfair the present 
formula is. The State of New York with 
405,584 eligible pupils receives $111,091,-
000. Each school district of each State 
receives its entitlement and, of course, 
that is true. 

But the formula is not equitable. Bu~. 
for instance, Mr. Chairman, let us take 
four Southern States, Georgia, South 
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Carolina, Mississippi, and Alabama. 
States which have over twice as many 
eligible students-952,097-and they re
ceive only $109 million, while the State of 
New York receives $111 million for 405,-
584 students. In other words, those four 
Southern States receive only $109 mil
lion, States with more than twice as 
many eligible students. The 17 4,840 of 
New York's 405,584 pupils were from 
families with incomes over $2,000 on 
AFDC. No children were counted from 
families with income over $2,000 in the 
four Southern States. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, some certain peo
ple say that it costs less to educate an 
educationally deprived child in the 
South than it does in the North. This 
may be true but I doubt it takes twice as 
much in the North. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, let us look 
at two non-Southern States, Pennsyl
vania and Ohio, States in which training 
educationally deprived children must be 
as expensive as New York. 

But those two States together have 
449,647 pupils, as compared to the 405,-
584 in New York. They receive only $80,-
897,000, while New York, as I stated be
fore, receives $111 million. 

Why is it that these two States are 
short-suited? 

Take three neighboring States of 
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Con
necticut together, the total they received 
is only $77 mtllion, and they have 403,524 
pupils who are eligible as compared to 
$111 mtllion for 405,000 in New York. 

So you see that ·the present formula is 
inequitable across the entire Nation. And 
within each State the school districts 
receive an entitlement for programs to 
train educationally deprived children, 
based on the number of poor children 
who lived there in 1959 plus those on 
AFDC. And that same formula will be 
used until 1972 when the 1970 census is 
available-thus becoming more obsolete 
every year. And I might add in 1972 if 
that formula went into effect it would 
still be 3 years behind the times. That is 
the formula we are operating under. 
There is no way the State can zero in on 
the areas of greatest need despite the 
fact that the legislation says it is to con
centrate on the areas where there is a 
large concentration of educationally de
prived children. They cannot possibly do 
it under the entitlement of the present 
law which distributes it to 94 percent of 
the school districts of the country. 

What would my amendment do? It 
would giv.e the responsibility to the State 
to determine which elementary and sec
ondary schools have students who are 
educationally and economically deprived, 
·and also so that if there is a big influx of 
students without financial resources they 
can take care of them, and where there 
is economic deprivation in the area. So 
that the State can use this money to zero 
in on those areas and provide assistance. 
We know in the rural parts of the United 
States these people exist, and we know in 
the center core areas of our cities that 
,these people exist~ and it would give the 

State the responsibility to develop the 
State's own plan to meet the need. They 
are the only ones who have the sensitiv
ity to understand it, not the Federal 
Government, not the United States Com
missioner of Education-no matter how 
brilliant he is. He does not understand 
the situation of all of the counties in 
every State in the United States. It is 
impossible for him to know their educa
tional needs. Only the States can under
stand that and plan to m.eet these needs 
within the State. 

Th·at is why we need a State plan. We 
cannot be spreading this money all over 
the country unless through the States 
because they know the situation· and can 
actually meet the situation in the areas 
of their State which have the greatest 
need. 

I know some areas that had a drought 
in 1959. They have had some good years 
since then, and now they are receiving a 
great deal more money than other areas 
because at that time-1959-they hap
pened to have low incomes. 

We need t(> make certain that the 
schools which are educating the poor and 
the educationally deprived children re
ceive the money. We have done this in 
other programs. The Hill-Burton pro
gram does it in the hospitals now. The 
State Public Health Department de
termines which areas are in greatest 
need for the construction of hospitals. 
We have done this in a number of situa
tions, and other Federal programs. 

I would say if we give the States this 
responsibility they will meet this respon
sibility, they will rise to it. It is just like 
raising a child. If the child is unable to 
assume responsibility do we wait until 
the child is 21 before we give him any 
responsibility? No, we give him some re
sponsibility and we work with him. That 
is what my plan does, plus the fact that 
the Commissioner of Education must 
approve the State plan. He works with 
the States, and the States which have 
the most difficulty in meeting their re
sponsibilities, will be the ones that he 
will have to work with more closely. In 
other States the Commissioner will have 
an easy job, because they are prepared 
to handle a State plan right now. The 
State of Minnesota, I know, would have 
no difficulty in administering my amend
ment. 

I might say the same thing is true as 
to the State of New York. But some of 
.these States need more help, and that is 
really what my program would provide. 
And that is the question which you will 
have to decide in your own minds to
morrow-do you want the United States 
Commissioner of Education to take more 
and more responsibility in determining 
educational decisions that heretofore 
have been the responsibility of the States 
and local communities, or do you want to 
make certain that the State Depart
ments of Education play their role as 
a partner in providing Federal assistance, 
and in determining the priorities and 
needs of the communities in their own 
State? 

I believe that when you reach that 
conclusion you will want to vote to give 
the States the added responsibility that 
my amendment giy~s . to . them, because 
that i~ the only way yo~ will , have a 

strong educational system, in which di
versification can prevail in meeting more 
equitably the needs of the children in 
Mississippi, the needs of the children in 
New York, the needs of the children in 
Minnesota, in California, and in Wash
ington. 

In answer to the gentleman from Ken
tucky's question. Each school district will 
have to make its needs known to the 
State which wm have to set priorities in 
its State plan, which in turn must be 
approved by the U.S. Commissioner of 
Education as meeting Federal statutes 
and guidelines, in order to show further 
the inequity of the present law. 

Let us turn to a county-by-county 
comparison of inequities. The city of 
Alexandria, va., has 1,181 eligible pupils 
and receives $155,740. In the neighboring 
State of Maryland, in Garrett County, 
the totals are 1,118 pupils and the 
amount received was $195,369. 

Here is a comparison of two counties in 
New Jersey and New York. Essex County, 
N.J., received $5,858,000 for 27,868 pupils, 
while Queens County, N.Y., with about 
the same number of pupil.&-27,149-
received a good deal more, $7,436,000. 

Here is another comparison between 
counties in New York and Pennsylvania, 
which further highlights the inequities. 
Philadelphia County, Pa., with 64,796 
pupils, received $11,848,000, while Bronx 
County, N.Y., with about a third less 
pupils-48,777-received more, $13,-
360,000. 

The sixth richest county in the Nation, 
Westchester, in New York, with 10,387 
pupils, received $2,845,000. This was con
siderably more than New Haven County, 
Conn., with about the same number of 
pupils-10,671-which received only 
$2,143,000. 

Monroe County in New York and Sum
mit County-in Ohio have about the same 
number of pupils-8,500. Yet the New 
York county received $2,341,000, while 
the Ohio county received only $1,498,000. 

The inequities in the present law are 
so glaring, that when the various S'tates 
realize the result, I am confident the 
system will be changed. I have long 
pointed this out. Most unfortunately, 
the U.S. Office of Education has done 
nothing to correct the inequities. 

I now submit a State-by-State break
down of what the States received under 
title I, Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act, for fiscal 1967. The source is 
the Subcommittee on Education of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
of the U.S. Senate, published in May of 
1967: 

.~· · 

State 
Ratably 
reduced 
amount 

Alabama_- ------- $30,462,526 
Alaska __ --------- 1, 805, 503 
Arizona_---··---- 8, 422, 776 
Arkansas ___ £_____ 20; 375,839 
California_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 71, 558, 4 72 
Colorado __ - ------ 7, 798, 580 
Connecticut______ 7, 907, 261 
Delaware_________ 1, 884,356 
District of 

Columbia __ ---- ' 5, 397,367 
Florida _________ ..r 26, 445,029 
Georgia ___ ________ 34,437,083 

'Hawaii _____ 1_1~:_ __ 2, 108,762 
Idaho ___ -·------- 2, 475,984 
Illinois _____ _____ 46,230, 999 
Indiana _- ----~·--- 14,580,136 
Iowa ___ -- - ----·- - 15, 153,804 

Maximum 
amount 

authorized 

$35. 789, 118 
2, 591,398 

11.260,936 
21,041,914 

102, 727, 688 
11,196,941 
11,350.137 
2, 705,303 

6. 471,554 
30,921,571 
39,804,797 
2, 671, 922 
2, 655,834 

C-66, 355, 954 
. 20,927,985 

,19, 863,965 

Eligible 
total 

pupils 

244,311 
6, 974 

46,633 
149,658 
396,632 
45,989 
39,361 
10,082 

22,896 
145,719 
243,261 
12,460 
14,902 

254,140 
88,233 
85,169 
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Ratably Maximum Eligible 
State reduced amount total 

amount authorized pupils 
---------

Kansas. -- -------- $9,608,706 $11, 969, 717 49,671 
Kentucky-- ------ 27,150,913 31,461,905 196,465 
Louisiana.------- 28, 669,931 41,151,207 205,962 Maine __ __________ 3, 403,277 4, 225,994 22,456 
Maryland .. -- ---- 14, 197,635 20,378,934 81,246 
Massachusetts ___ _ 14,067,878 20,192,090 77,492 
Michigan ______ ___ 30,670,217 41, 660, 405 167,661 
Minnesota ___ _____ 18,867,365 27,080,682 102, 145 
MississiJ?PL -- ---- 23, 139,525 33,213,249 256,196 
MissourL _____ __ __ 23, 086,158 32,189,185 144,612 
Montana. ----- --- 2, 993,356 4, 180, 153 16,978 
Nebraska. _______ 5, 294,692 7, 600,284 37,346 
Nevada. --------- 879,759 1, 262, 994 4,688 
New Hampshire. 1, 267,759 1,819, 628 8,385 
New Jersey_---- - 22,865,209 32,822,617 108,767 
New Mexico ____ __ 9, 629,504 10, 795, 364 45,737 
New York ____ __ __ 111, 091, 007 159, 451, 293 405,584 
North Carolina ___ 45,081,410 53,571,153 334,527 
North Dakota ____ 3,891, 214 5, 586,954 26,325 Ohio _____ __ ___ ___ 34,197,997 43,354,880 194,251 
Oklahoma __ ______ 16,819,413 19,142,232 101,346 Oregon ___________ 6, 982,937 9,310,228 33,832 
Pennsylvania.--- 4~699,583 63,974,144 255,396 
Rhode Island.--- 3,481,096 4, 996,630 18,883 
South Carolina ... 21,052,884 29,645,216 208,329 
South Dakota ____ 5,3;30, 191 7, 650; 330 . 34,890 
Tennessee ________ 29,251,987 33,497,360 222,959 
',l'exas. ----------- 65,260,201 79,767,795 403,275 
Utah _____________ 2, 724,300 3,275, 286 15,395 
Vermont.-------- 1, 484, 141 2, 073,898 8,945 
Virginia._-------- 23,658,931 33,958,535 179,409 
Washington .•• --- 9,840,169 12,462,401 49,308 
West Virginia _____ 14,658,391 17,568,007 109,083 
Wisconsin.------- 14,357,585 20,609.~ 78,593 Wyoming _________ 1, 235,793 1, 775,052 6,585 

United States •• 989, 935, 591 1, 312, 013, 124 6,019,192 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Chairman, w11l the 
gentleman yield? 
- Mr .. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. GOODELL. The gentleman agrees 

that his amendment requires the high
est priority for concentrating the funds 
for needy children for 100 percent of the 
money, for all the money that is covered 
under the Quie amendment. 

There has been a lot of talk about 50 
percent. You have required at least 50 
percent, under the old title I type of 
formula to help poor children, but the 
three priorities that the gentleman in the 
well has just mentioned, apply to all the 
money covered in the Quie amendment: 
namely, that it be concentrated in areas 
of culturally and economically deprived 
children and where there has been an im
migration, putting a special burden on 
the school officials and the tax sources 
there in the rural deprived areas; is that 
not correct? 

Mr. QUIE. That is correct.' Every bit 
of the money will go according to the 
requirement that priority will be given 
to the neediest dist1'iiots. Under the pres
ent act there is a scattering of these 
funds among over 90 percent of the Na
tion's school districts, Including the very 
wealthiest with beautiful schools, well
financed programs and very few deprived 
children. 

Mr. GOODELL. Titles II and m in the 
present ESEA do not have any need 
formula; is that correct? 

Mr. QUIE. That is ~orrect. 
Mr. GOODELL. Your amendment 

would place priority on giving aid to the 
needy children throughout the whole act, 
with the highest priority fcri help for the 

~ children in the areas of high concentra
tions of economic and educational dep

- rfvation. 
· - Mr. QUIE. The gentleman ls absolutely 
correct. - ~ 

Let me just :finish this one part of my 
statement before yielding to-the gentle
man from Michigan. 

The question has been· brought up of 
the alleged church-state issue. But the 
same principles of treatment for private 
school children exists in my amendment 
as in the present act, only the amend
ment gives them added protection. As 
far as some States getting less money, 
my amendment provides that no State 
is to receive less in 1969 than it did in 
1968 under this act. None of the special 
groups, the Indian children or migratory 
children or the overseas children or 'the 
handicapped children will be cut out of 
the act by my amendment. They will be 
treated exactly the same in my amend
ment as in the present act. 

Some have said that my amendment 
will weaken the civil rights provisions. 
Some say it will strengthen it. But en
forcement of civil rights is under the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and my amend
ment does -not change that in any way. 
Since State plans are a major part of al
most all Federal legislation affecting 
elementary and secondary schools, the 
State plan approach of my amendn'lent 
presents no new or different problem in 
terms of civil rights enforcement. 

The charge that it will delay funds is 
not true because it provides an entire 
year in which the States can prepare 
and be made ready for this program. 

I believe that as you read my amend
mept through clearly, you will come to 
the conclusion that this is a wise and 
important step which we should take 
now for the betterment of the education 
of our young people. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, here is my 
amendment exactly as it will be offered 
tomorrow: 

Amendment to H.R. 7819 off&ed by Mr. 
Qum: Page 44, after line 11, insert the follow
ing: 
"PART A-BLOCK GRANTS TO THE STATES -FOR 

CON'l'INUING EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS 

"SEC. 101. (a) Ti.tle VII of the Elementary 
and Secondary Eduoa.tion Act of 1965 is re
designated a.s ti.tle vm, and sections 701 
through 706 are redes1gn8ited a.s sections 801 
through 806, respectively, and all references 
to any such section in th8it or any other law, 
or in any rule, regulation, order, or agree
ment O'f the Uni.ted Sta.tes are amended so 
a.s to !lefer to such section a.s so designated. 

"(b) Such Act is further amended by in
serting after title VI a new title VII as 
follows: 
" 'TITLE VII-BLOCK GRANTS TO THE 

STATES FOR CONTINUING EDUCA
TIONAL PROGRESS 

"'AUTHORIZA'l'ION ON CONTINUING BASIS 

"'SEC. 701. (a) To the end of enhancing 
the fundamental capab111ty of the several 
States to make effective progress in meeting 
educational needs, to carry forward the type 
of programs initiated under titles I, II, ID, 
and Vol this Act without the administrative 
difficulties inherent in a prollferation of cate
gorical Federal grants, the Commissioner is 
authorized for thE! fiscal year endi'ng June _ 
30, 1969, and for each succeeding fiscal year, 
to make grants to the States for the pur
poses of titles I, II, :ur, and V of this Act a.s 
set forth in this title. 

"'(b) Por the purpose of making. grants 
under this title there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1969, the sum of $3,000,000,000, and 
for each of th~ succeeding :flscall years, such 
sums as may be necessary to assure con-

tinued educational progress. In addition, 
there 1s hereby authorized to be appropriated 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, such 
sums as may be necessary (1) to make pay
ments, under section 103(a) (1) (B) of the 
Act of September 30, 1950, of the amount 
necessary to meet the special educational 
needs of educationally deprived children on 
reservations serviced by elementary and sec
ondary schools operated for Indian chil
dren by the Department of the Interior and 
of other Indian children on reservations, (2) 
to make grants for programs for migratory 
children of migratory agricultural workers 
under section 103(a) (6) of such Act, and 
for such purpose the Federal percentage 
shall be 50 per centum, ( 3) to make grants 
for programs for handicapped children in 
State-supported institutions under section 
203(a) (5) of such Act, and (4) to make the 
grants provided for in section 202(a) and 
302(a) (1) for the benefit of Indian children 
and children in the overseas dependent 
schools of the Department of Defense. 

"'ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS 

"'SEc. 702. (a) (1) From the funds 'appro
priated to carry out. this title for each fiscal 
year the Commissioner shall reserve such 
amount, but not in excess of 3 per centum 
thereof, as he may determine and, first, shaJl 
allot such amount among the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Virgin Isl·ands, and the Trust Territory of 
the Pacific Islands, according to their respec
tive needs for assistance under this title, and 
then may use reserved funds for the purpose 
of making grants and contracts for special 
projects and educational planning a.s pro
vided in section 70'1; From the remainder of 
such sums the Commissioner shall aUot to 

· each State (other than those listed in the 
first sentence) an amount which bears the 
same ratio to the amount of such remainder 
as the product of-

" '(A) the school-age population of the 
State, and . 

"'(B) the State's allotment ratio (a.s de
termined under paragraph (2) ) , bea.rs to the 
sum of the corresponding products for all tile 
States. ~ 

"'(2) The "allotment ratio" for any State 
shall be 100 per centum less the product of 
(A) 50 per centum .and (B) the quotient ob
tained by dividing the income per child of 
school age for the State by the income per 
child of school age for the United States, ex
cept that the allotment ratio shall in no 
case be less than 33Ya per centum or more 
than 33% per centum. The allotment ratios 
shall be computed by the Commissioner on 
the basis of the most recent satisfactory data 
available to him from the Department of 
Commerce. 

"'(3) For the purposes of this title-
"'(A) The term "child of school age" means 

a member of the population between the 
ages of five and seventeen, both inclusive. 

"'(B) The term "United States" means the 
fifty States and the District of Columbia. 

" ' (C) The term "income per child of 
school age" for any State or for the United 
States means the total personal income for 
the State and the United States, respectively, 
divided by the number of children of school 
age in such State and in the United States, 
respectively. 

"'(b) The amount -of any State's allotment 
under subsection (a) for any fiscal year 
which the Commissio.ner determines will not 
be ;required for that year shall be available 
for reall_otment, from time to time and on 
such dates during such year as the Com
missioner may fix, to other States in propor
tion to the original. allotments to such States 
under subsection (a) for that year, but with 
such proportionate amount for any of such 
other States being reduced to the extent it 
exceeds the sum the ,Commissioner estimates 
SUCh etate needs a:J;ld WiJl be able to \lSe for 

. such year; and ~he . total of such Ted actions 
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shall be siniilarly reallotted among the States 
whose proportionate amounts were not so 
reduced. Any amount reallotted to a State 
under this subsection during a year shall be 
deemed part of its allotment under subsec-
tion (a) for that year. · ' 

" ''(c) The amount of any State's allotment 
under subsection (a) for any fiscal year shall 
not be less than the aggregate amount of its 
allotments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1968, un.der titles I, II, III, and V of this Act. 

" 'USES OF FEDER:AL FUNDS 

"'SEc. 703. Grants under this title may be 
used, in accordance with applications ap
proved under section 704, fo.r-

" '(1) programs and projects (including 
the acquisition of equipment and, where 
necessary, the construction of school fac111-
ties) which are designed to meet the special 
educational needs of educationally deprived 
children, and which give the highest prioritY 
to school attendance areas having high con
centrations of such children; 

"• (2) the provision .of library resources, 
textbooks, laboratory and other instructional 
equipment; audiovisual equipment, and other 
printed and published instructional materials 
for the use of childre:r;:t and teachers in public 
and private elementary and secondary schools 
of the State; 

"'(3) the establishment and operation of 
supplementary educational centers to serve 
broad educational needs by consulting with 
and involving the public and private educa
tional, cultural, and artistic resources of 
communities and by conducting expert
mental and innovative programs related to 
regional and national programs of ~uca
tional research and development, and which 
are operated as authorized by section 303 
of this- Act so tha. t (A) the program will 
ut111ze the best available talents and re
sources and will substantially increase the 
educational opportunties in the area to be 
served by the applicant, and (B) to the ex
tent consistent with the number of chll
dren enrolled in nonprofit private schools 
in the area to be served whose educational 
needs are of the type which the supple
mentary educational activities and services 
provtded under the program are to ·meet, 
provision is made for participation of such 
children; • · 
· " • ( 4.) the strengthening of State leader-

. ship and supervision provided through the 
State educational agencies, and the initia
tion of comprehensive educational planning 
to identify and attack educational problems 
on a continuing basis, as authorized by sec
tions 501(a) and 503(a) of this Act;Jand 
- "'(5) programs designed to improve edu
cational opportunities for children in insti
tutions for the handicapped, or for neglected 
or delinquent children. 

"'STATE PLANS 

"'SEc. 704. (a) Any State which desires to 
receive payments under this title shall sub
mit to the Commissioner, through its State 
educational agency, a State plan which-,-

" ' ( 1) sets forth a program for expending 
funds under this part for the purposes de
scril:Sed in section 703 and indicates the 
probable allocation of "funds for these gen-
eral purposes; ,' _ 

" '(2) provides that (A) not less than 50 
per centum of the funds allotted or reallotted 
under section 702 for any fiscal year shall be 
used to fund programs and projects to meet 
the special educational needs of educationally 
deprived children (as provided by section 
703(1)), and (B) not less than 7 per centum 

· of the funds allotted or reallotted under sec
tion 702 for any fiscal year shall be. used for 
the provision of library resources, textbooks, 
laboratory and other instructional equip
ment, and audiovisual equipment (as pro-
vided by section 703 ( 2) ) ; · 

"'(3) providee thalt, to the extent con
slstent<..with the number of children 8/ttend
ing·privaite elementary and seoondarf schools 

in .school districts of local educational agen
cies conducting programs under section 708, 
provision will be mad~ on an equitable basis 
for in~luding special, educational services 
and arrangements (such as, but not limited 
to, dual enrollment, educational radio and 
television, mobile etlucatlonal services and 
equipment, and other special educational ar
rangements) in which· such children can 
participate; · 

"'(4) provides that arrangements (whether 
, through the State educational agency or 
some other State or local public agency) for 
the distribution of library resources, text
books, laboratory and other inStructional 
equipment, and audioviBual equipment and 
materials for the use of teachers and pupils 
shall include provisions for the loan of such 
resources, textbooks, equipment, and, mate· 
rials on an equitable basis for the use ot 
teachers and pupils m nonpubllc schools; 

" ' ( 5) contains assurances that the high
est priority in the use of funds under tl:},is 
title will be given to local educational agen
cies which are experiencing the greatest edu· 
catlonal difficulties because of such factors 
as: (A) heavy concentrations of economi
cally and culturally deprived children, (B) 
rapid increases in sc~ool,..enrollment which 
overwhelm the financial resources of a local 
educational agency, and (C) geographic iso
lation and economic depression in particular 
areas of the States; -

" '(6) provides that any local educational 
agency or other applicant for assistance un
der this title which is denied such assista.nce 
may have an opportunity for a hearing before 
the State educational agency; 

"'(7) sets forth pollcie,s and procedures de· 
signed to assure that Federal funds made 
available ·under this' title. for any fiscal year 
(A) w111 not be commingled with State funds 
and (B) will be so used as to supplement 
and, to the extent practical, increase the level 
of State, local, and private school funds that 
would . in the absence of such Federal; funds 
be made available for library resources, text
books, laboratory and other instructional 
equipment and other printed and published 
instructional material~,cS-nd in no case sup
plant such State, local, , and private school 
funds; 

"'(8) contains . asswances that no pay
ments will be made under this title to any 
local educational agency for any fiscar year 
unless the combined fiscal effort (as deter
mined in accordance with regulations of the 
Commissioner) of that a;'gency and the State 
with respect to the provision of free public 
education by that agency for the preceding 
fiscal year was not less than such combined 
fiscal effort for the purpose for the second 
preceding fiscal year; 

"'(9) sets forth such ·fiscal control and 
fund accounting procedures as may be nec
essary to assure proper disbursement of, and 
accounting for, Federal funds paid to the 
State (including any such funds paid by the 
State to any oth-er public~agency) under this 
title; and • 

"'(10) provides for making such' reports, 
in such form and containing such informa
tion, as the Commissioner may reasonably 
require to carry out his functions under this 
title, and for keeping such records and for 
affording such access thereto as the Commis· 
sioner may ftnd necessary to assure the cor
rectness and verification of such reports. 

"'(b) The Commissioners shall approve 
·any State plan and any modification th~eof 
which complies with the provisions of sub-
section (a). ' · 

"'PAYMENTS TO ST.ATES 

"'SEC. 705. (a) From the amounts allotted 
to each State under section 702 the Commis
sioner shall pay to that State an amoulllt 
equal to the amount expended by the Sta.te 
in carrying out its 'state plan. Such payments 
may be made in installments, and in advance 
or by way of reimbursement, with necessary 

adjustments on account of overpayments or 
underpayments) 

" '(b) In 'any StaJte which has a State plan 
approved .Jlnder section 704(b) and in which 
no State agency is authorized by law to -eon
duct educational te·sting or to provide library 
resources, textbooks, laboratory and other 
instructional equipment, audiovisual equip
m~nt aJnd materials, or other printed and 
published il1Structional .mater1als for the use 
of children and tooohers in any one or more 
elementary or secondary schools in such 
State, th;e Commissioner shall arrange for 
such testing and for the provision on an 
equitable basis of such library resourceS, 
textbooks, or othe!t' instructional materials 
and equipment · for such use and shall pay 
the cost thereof for any fiscal year out of that 
State's allotment. · 
" 'PUBLIC CONTROL OF LIBRA~Y RESOURCES, TEXT

BOOKS, LABORATORY AND OTHE~ INSTRUC
TIONAL EQUIPMENT, AUDlOVISUAL EQUIPMENT 
AND MATERI,ALS, .AND OTHER INSTRUCTIONAL 
MATERIAL .AND TYPES wmcH MAY .BE MADE 
AVAILABLE , 'I 

•• 'SEC. ,7Q6. (a) Titie 'to library resources, 
textbookS,' la'Qoratory ahd other instructiona-l 
equipment, audiovisual equipment and ma
terials, and other prin~ and published 
instructienl:tl , materials furnished pursuant 
to this title, and control and administration 
Of their· uae, shall vest. ' only in a public 
agency. , . 

"'(b) The librarY' resources, textbooks, 
laboratory, and other instructional equip
ment, audiovisual equipment and materials, 
and other printed and published • i~truc
tional .mat~ial,s · :made available pursuant~to 
this title for use of children and teachers in 
any school.in any State shall be limited to 
those wh,ich bp.ve ,been, !1-Pproved by an ap
propriate state -or loc.al educational author
ity or agency'for use: or are used, 1Ii a public 
elementary or secondary school of that State. 

"'Specla.l~Project Grants . 
"'SEC. 707 ... (a) From the funds reserved 

in accorda'nce with the provisions of section 
702, the Commissioner is authorized (1) to 
make grants to St'ate educational agencies 
tb pay-part of the cost of' experimental proj
ects for developing. State leadership or for 
the establishment of special services which 
hold protX1lse oi making a ,substantial oontr1-
bution to. the solutiqn of ,problems common 
to the State ed'Uca'f!.ional agencies of all or 
several State&, (2) to' arrange for inter
changes of personnel, between the United 
States Office· -ot EdUcation and the several 
States (as- provided by section 507 of ,the 
Elemen~ary and Secondary Education Aet of 
1965), and .(3) aftel consultation with and 
approval of the appropriate State educa
tional agen~y or agendes, to make grants to 
or contracts with public and private agen
cies, institutions, ·and organizations for proJ
ects for the imprbvement or expansion of 
educational planning on 1a regional inter· 
state, or m~tropolitan a;rea basis. 

"'(b) Payments under this section may be 
made i:p. installments1• and in advance or by 
way of reimbursement, with necessary ad
justments on account of overpayments or 
underpayments, tts the Commissioner may 
determine, except t:tiat payments to a private 
agency, institution, or organization con
ducted for profit shall be in accordance with 
a contract for specified servlces. 

" 'LEGISLATIVE INTENT 

"'SEc. 708. It is the intent of Congress in 
enacting this title that the States shalf have 
utmost freedom, consistent with require
ments of section 704, to use the appropri
ated funds for the improvement and 
strengthen!ng of elementary and secondary 
education within each State by meeting edu
cational needs which the State determines 
are most urgent. Accordingly, the Commis
sioner 1s directed to administer the program 
in such a manner as to reduce the amount 
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of paperwork, justifications and negotiation Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield briefly 
required of applicants and to expedite the to the gentleman from California. 
transmission of funds to the States. To that Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
end, questions of the intent of the legisla- Elementary and Secondary Education 
tion are to be resolved by broad, rather than Act of 1965 marked an historic begin
narrow, interpretations and, whenever pos-
sible, in favor of the programs proposed by ning of our effort to insure rthat every 
the state. schoolchild in this country is o:ffered an 

«'ADMINISTRATION OF STATE PLANS opportunity to develop hiS learning abili-
" 'SEc. 709. (a) The Commissioner shall not ties and potential to the fullest possible 

finally disapprove any state plan submitted degree. It recognized the fact--after long 
under section 704, or any modification there- years of frustration and delay-that edu
of, without first affording the State educa- cation is a national, as well as a local re
tional agency submitting the plan reasonable sponsibility; that expanding the educa
notice and opportunity for a hearing. tional opportunities for all of our chil-

" '(b) Whenever the Commissioner, after dren is a responsibility of all of the peo
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear- pie of this country. 
ing to the state educational agency admin- The results of this pioneering program, 
istering a program under a plan approved as docwnented by the Department of 
under this title, finds-

"'(1) that the plan has been so changed Health, Education, and Welfare in the 
that it no longer complies with the provi- first annual report on title I of ESEA, are 
sions of section 704(a), or rewarding and encouraging. 

"'(2) that 1n the administration of the For millions of children, title I meant, 
plan there is a failure to comply substan- for the first time, individual instruction 
tially with any such provision, in reading, writing, mathematics, and 
the Commissioner shall notify such State other fundamental aspects of learning. 
educational agency that the State will not For some it was a hot meal every day. For 
be regarded as eligible to participate 1n the others it was eyeglasses, medical care, or 
program under this title until he is satisfied psychiatric assistance. 
~~~P;;,ere is no longer any such failure to For many teachers it meant a smaller 

"'(c) All laborers and mechanics employed_ class, a teacher's aide, new materials and 
by contractors or subcontractors in the per- . equipment, and often the discovery of 
formance of work on construction of any new, hopeful attitudes on the part of 
project under this title shall be paid wages their students. 
at rates not less than those prevailing on For many parents it was a new aware-
similar construction in the locality as deter- f th h 1 d ·t 1 ti h" 
mined by the Secretary of Labor in accord- nes~ 0 e sc ?0 an 1 s re a .ons 1P 
ance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended to ~he communlty and to the llves of 
(40 U.S.C. 276a-276a-5). The Secretary of . the1r Children. 
Labor shall have, with respect to the labor For many school administrators it 
standards specified 1n this clause, the au- meant additional resources to reach the 
thortty and functions set forth in Reorga- goal of providing quality education with 
nization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. equality of opportunity. 
3176; 5 u.s.c. 133z-15), and section 2 of the The goal of title I was to provide "com-
Act of June 13, 1934, as amended (40 U.S.C. t d ti .. f th mill" f 276c) pensa ory e uca on or e 1ons o 

• " • JuDICIAL REV:q!:w children across our land whose crippling 
"'SEc. 710. (a) ' If any State is dissatisfied 

with the Commissioner's final action with 
respect to the approval of a State plan, sub
mitted under section 704(a) or with his final 
action under section 709(b), such State may, 
within sixty days after notice of such action, 
file with the United States court of appeals 
for the circuit in which such State is located 
a petition for review of that action. A copy 
of the petition shall be forthwith trans
mitted by a clerk of the court to the Com
missioner. The Commissioner thereupon 
shall file in the court the record of the 
proceedings on which he based his action 
as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. 

"'(b) The findings of fact by the Com
missioner, if supported by substantial evi
dence, shall be conclusive; but the court for 
good cause shown, may remand the case to 
the Commissioner to take further evidence, 
and the Commissioner may thereupon make 
new or modified findings of fact . and may 
modify his previous action, and shall certify . 
to the court the record of the further pro-
ceedings. -

"'(c) The court shall have jurisdiction to 
affirm the action of the Commissioner or to 
set it aside, in whole or in part. The judg
ment of the court shall be subject to review 
by the Supreme Court of the United States 
upon certiorari or certification as provided 
1n section 1254 of title 28, United States 
Code.'" 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Oregon [Mrs. GREEN]. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

OX:lli-----842-Pa.rt 10 

background of poverty offered them lit
tle hope for successful schooling. It is 
certainly true that we have made only 
a beginning in attaining this goal, · but 
it has been an important and an en
couraging beginning that, more than 
anything else, needs to be expanded and 
continued. 

I am pleased that the Committee on 
Education and Labor has recognized the 
necessity of extending this authorization 
through fiscal year 1969. School years 
traditionally run from September 
through June. It is absolutely essential 
that we give these local school officials 
the tools that will enable them to look 
ahead, the continuity that will enable 
them to undertake the necessary local 
planning. 

Along with the committee, I am dis
appointed that the administration did 
not include sufficient funds in its budget 
for the next fiscal year to implement 
the authorized figure. The effort of un
derfunding the authorized amount by 
nearly half leaves no alternative, I be
lieve, but to suspend the changes recom
mended in the income distribution for
mula. · 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly endorse the 
committee's recomtnendation to bring. 
the National Teacher Corps under title 
I of the act and to extend it through 
fiscal year 1969. 

Despite inadequate funding on the 
part of Congress, this program has al-

ready proved its worth. Last fall, this 
country faced an unprecedented shortage 
of nearly 170,000 qualified teachers. This 
shortage was particularly acute in the 
areas where these teachers were needed 
most--in the blighted schools of our ur
ban slwns and in our depressed rural 
areas. Today 1,213 Teacher Corps mem
bers are at work, but we clearly need 
more. This legislation would help to make 
that possible. 

The Quie proposal to make "block" 
educational grants to the States poses a 
serious threat to the future and effec
tiveness of our efforts to aid the disad
vantaged elementary and secondary 
school children of this .Nation. Desirable 
as this "block" grant concept might be in 
some other cases, it would work a severe 
and crippling disservice at this time and 
place to the cause of educational ad
vancement in the United States. 

As one of my own local school super
intendents, Dr. Neil Sullivan, of Berke
ley, has commented: 

The Quie amendment does not provide 
enough money to play a significant role as 
"general aid," and yet it would take away 
enough from existing programs to have a 
crippUng effect. 

· Among other serious shortcomings, 
the Quie amendment would cause many 
of our States with the largest concen
trations of disadvantaged school-age 
children to lose authorized funds as soon 
as it took e:ffect. California, New York, 
and Illinois alone would lose a total of 
approximately $133 million in the first 
year. My own State of California would 
lose $2,736,454. Overall, 24 of our States 
would lose nearly $300 million in au
thorized funds. 

But the problem goes far beyond a net 
loss in Federal assistance. Under the 
Quie amendment there is absolutely no 
guarantee that an adequate share of the 
funds would be channeled where they 
are needed most--to the large cities 
where the problem of teaching the dis
advantaged is most acute. The cities, 
simply, would have no entitlements or 
guarantees under this plan. 

This substitute proposal, which is 
being offered without the benefit of any 
committee hearings, and against the ad
vice of most professional and lay groups, 
also would fail to extend the special pro
grams for children of migratory farm
workers or the children enrolled in In
dian schools. These are two groups of 
our country's needi-est children. We have 
just launched efforts to overcome the 
grave educational deficiencies many of 
these children face. And yet this pro
posal jeopardizes even these initial ef
forts. 

The children of our migrant farm
workers, for example, face particularly 
difficult problems in acquiring the ed
ucation and training that would enable 
them to build a better and brighter fu
ture. The loss of these special education 
programs would only condemn them to 
the standard of poverty that has so com
monly afflicted their parents. 

This block grant approach is fraught 
with other defects. It would reduce the 
emphasis which the present law properly 
places on the education of those Amer
ican children who are least able to 
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cope with or benefit from our present 
overcrowded classroom conditions. It 
would diminish the Federal Govern
mEmt's efforts to insure that all school
children are given equal opportunity 
without regard to race. These and other 
problems are spelled out in a statement 
by the AFL-CIO Executive Council which 
I call to my colleagues' attention and 
which I include with my remarks. 

These is no question that the present 
ESEA can be improved. The procedures 
required of local school districts need to 
be simplified. But this proposed amend
ment--this meat-ax approach-would 
not benefit either the local school dis
tricts or the children in greatest· need of 
this program. It would, simply, fail to 
put our aid where it is needed most. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the com
mittee's bill be approved without amend
ment. Education remains the foundation 
of our democratic society. It remains the 
key ingredient in our economic and social 
progress, both as individuals and as a 
Nation. A second-rate system of educa
tion is no more tolerable than a second
rate system of defense. 

This measure, as reported, offers us the 
best vehicle available to meet the press
ing needs of our schools. It offers us the 
best chance to broaden the horizons of 
thousands of children who are not being 
educated to their capacity. It would be a 
national tragedy if we should fail to 
follow through on this promise of greater 
educational opportunity for the under
privileged and disadvantaged youth of 
this country. 
STATEMENT BY THE AF'L-CIO EXECUTIVE 

COUNCIL IN SUPPORT OF THE ELEMENTARY 
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1967 
The Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act of 1965 has been hailed widely and cor
rectly as historic legislation providing a 
breakthrough in the area of federal aid to 
education. 

Today, this legislation is in serious jeop
ardy. The AFL-CIO Executive Council is 
determined that the great educational gains 
achieved by the 89th Congress shall not be 
destroyed. 

Despite support for the continuation of 
ESEA from every major educational organi
zation, the vast majority of state school 
superintendents, local school districts, and 
the non-public school organizations, the Re
publican Policy Committee of the House of 
Representatives has chosen to make this 
vital legislation a partisan political issue. 

Waving the banner of "federal control," 
this Republican leadership is seeking to wipe 
out ESEA and substitute a form of financial 
block grants to the states. In playing politics 
with the education of America's youth, the 
Republican leadership is guilty of a national 
disservice. 

Over eight million educationally deprived 
children in virtually all of the country's 23,-
000 school districts already have received 
direct benefits under ESEA. This far-reach
ing law has established a national policy 
directed at meeting the special needs of the 
educationally poor. 

As proposed by Rep. Albert Quie (R., 
Minn.), the Republican substitute would per
mit the states to ignore this national policy. 
It would, instead, permit the individual 
states to practice economic discrimination. 

Block grants can only intensify the pres
ent financial confiicts between the large 
cities and respective state governments. Pro
grams developed at the state level can pro
vide no federal guarantee that funds will 
go where they are most needed-to help the 

children of the slums and the rural depressed 
areas. 

The block grant approach also threatens 
to rekindle the fiames of controversy over 
the state-church issue that frustrated en
actment of federal aid to education for over 
20 years. Private s.chool organizations are 
deeply concerned that their students will no 
longer be able to participate in many federal 
programs if these programs are administered 
by state departments of education. 

But there is much more that is wrong with 
the Quie substitute. 

The substitute was never considered by 
any Congressional committee. It was intro
duced after the House Education and Labor 
Committee had held lengthy hearings on 
ESEA and had reported out H.R. 7819. 

The allocation formula as now Fpelled-out 
in the Quie substitute provides half the 
states with less funds than they would re
ceive under H.R. 7819. These are the states 
most in need: those with low per pupil ex
penditures and those with the largest num
ber of youths living in poverty. 

The original Quie proposal has now been 
amended four times in an effort ,to gain new 
political support. Rep. Quie has modified his 
block grant approach to provide that at least 
50 percent of a state's grant be used for the 
educationally disadvantaged. Under H.R. 
7819, however, 80 percent of the federal funds 
must be used for this purpose. 

The Quie substitute also prohibits the use 
of such funds for general classroom con
struction and improved teacher salaries, 
while-.at -the sa,ll),e time--el1mina.ting pro
visions for such successfully operating pro
grams as the Teacher Corps, aid for the chil
dren of migrant workers, foster children, and 
manv others. 

·The Quie substitute also has a detrimental 
effect on civil rights. The elimination of 
"federal control" will not make tt easier to 
enforce desegregation guidelines. A cutback 
in funds to the cities will punish severely 
the economically poor children of minority 
groups. 

The Quie substitute would reduce by $281 
million fiscal 1969 authorizations provided in 
H.R. 78l9. No such reduction is justified. 

H.R. 7819, in direct contrast to the Quie 
substitute, continues the popular programs 
born in 1965 that have earned wide public 
and Congressional support. The blll includes 
no radical changes and creates no new areas 
of controversy. It strengthens ESEA, instead 
of destroying it as proposed by Quie. 

The AFL-CIO Executive Council is con
vinced that the education of our youth is too 
important to. be dragged into the partisan, 
political arena. We are confident that many 
Republican members of the House of Repre
sentatives share these views. 

The AFL-CIO Executive Councn, therefore, 
urges the members of both parties in the 
House to join together in rejecting the Quie 
substitute and giving bipartisan support to 
H.R. 7819-a continuation of the landmark 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair
man, first, may I congratulate the chair
man of this committee and other mem
bers of the committee on both sides of 
the aisle, for the work that they have 
done on one of the most import.ant edu
cation bills that has come before this 
Congress, and one of the most important 
b1lls that has helped to provide equality 
of educational opportunities during the 
last couple of years. I shall have some 
amendments which I believe will 
strengthen this legislation. I have never . 
yet come to the well of this House and 
offered an amendment to any education 
b111 which ' I thought would weaken the 
bill or detract from the educ.ational op-

portunities that youngsters around this 
Nation might derive from it. -

Every amendment which I will offer
and those amendments have been sent to 
the offi.ces of all Members-every 
amendment which I intend to offer has 
been the subject of hearings and testi
mony before the 'Committee. In fact, 
some of the amendments go back several 
years, and discussions are continuing 
and have been continuing for a period of 
time. So the charge cannot be made that 
these .amendments are new, revolution
ary, or that no one has had an opportu
nity to consider them. They are not new 
in any sense of the word. 

May I also say that I agree completely 
with the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
MADDEN], when he was discussing the 
rule. He made the statement that he 
wished we had done years ago what we 
have done in the last few years in terms 
of education. I ,also have the same wish. 
If we had had the foresight 10 or 15 or 
20 years ago to pass the historical legis
lation that has been passed in the last 6 
years, we would not perh,aps have had 
the millions of dropouts and all the 
problems that we have had in the big 
cities and in the migration from the 
rural areas. 

Years ago Luther Burbank said: 
If we paid no more attention to our plants 

than we do to our children, we would be 
living in a jungle of weeds. 

So in the last 6 years, certainly, Im
portant legislation has been passed, and 
I do. not want to minimize for onemo
ment the effect of this legislation and 
other legislation that has been passed 
during the Kennedy and the Johnson 
administrations. 

If we are going to do the job, it is 
going to take a massive program of edu
cation, and that means a larger social 
investment in teachers, ·teacher aides. 
schools, and equipment, and we need to 
invest in them the same way we have in
vested in dams and reclamation projects 
on a cost-benefit ratio. If we did so, the 
benefits to the world would be tremen
dous in proportion to the dollars spent. 

Let me give two brief quotations, be
cause I think they reflect my views. It 
was President Kennedy who said: 

Our progress as a Nation can be no swifter 
than our progress in education. Liberty 
without learning is in peril, and learning 
without liberty is in vain. 

A short time ago President Johnson 
made a particularly significant state
ment, especially when we think of the 
costs of the Vietnam war and the cut in 
appropriations in the field of health, 
education, and welfare. President John
son's statement has real meaning for 
each one of us, for he ~id-

Nothing matters more to the future of our 
country-not our military preparedness, for 
armed might is worthless if we lack the 
brain-power to build a world of peace; not 
our productive economy, for we cannot sus
tain growth without trained manpower; not. 
our democratic system of government, for 
freedom is fragile if citizens are ignorant. 

As my subcommittee toured some of 
the slum schools in New York a few 
weeks ago, reference was made to the 
dropouts and the youngsters who are not 
trained and cannot work. President 
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Johnson's statement kept coming back 
to my mind-"freedom is fragile if citi
zens are ignorant." 

Through the years I have supported 
every education bill that has come to this 
Congress, and I will support larger ap
propriations than apparently we are go
ing to have in this session of Congress. 
But let me now, if I may, turn to some of 
the amendments and briefly discuss title 
III and title V, and the amendments to 
those two titles. 

Again may I remind you that there has 
been ample testimony and discussions 
during the hearings on these subjects. 

Under title III, the legislation is ad
ministered by the Office of Education, 
and completely bypasses the State de
partments of education. In title V we say 
that we want to strengthen the State de
partments of education and appropriate 
funds for that purpose. 

It does seem to me that it is not very 
logical in another part of the bill to say 
that we will bypass the State depart
ments and give them no voice in how 
those programs are planned or how those 
funds are spent. 

Charges are made that we are going to 
get into a church-state issue. I have a 
letter from the Office of Education, that 
states that the only applicants who are 
entitled to funds under title III are pub
lic educational agencies. And I have a 
statement from a man in the Office of 
Education who says that up to this date, 
not one single grant has been made to 
any private agency of any kind. 

So when we hear charges we are going 
suddenly to revive the church-state issue, 
this is not true. The church-state issue 
does not even come into title III of the 
bill. 

May I also say, in the amendment I 
have to title III, I do not change by one 
dollar the allocation of funds among the 
several States. There will not be any 
change in what any State will receive. 
Neither do I change by one dollar the 
distributions of funds within a State. 
The formula is identical to the com
mittee bill. The purposes for which the 
money can be spent are almost identical 
to the bill. I have placed the word "ex
pand," so if a school distrlot has an ex
ceedingly good program that they need 
money for, they could use it there. But 
the formula and the purposes are other
wise identical. 

The only thing I attempt to do is what 
we say in title V we want to do, and 
that is strengthen the State departments 
of education and not bypass them. 

May I say to those who argue that this 
authority should rest in the Commis
sioner of Education in Washington, it 
seems to me it requires an amazing 
amount of arrogance to assume that all 
good judgment and wisdom reside in 
Washington. I happen to believe that the 
people in my State and city know a great 
deal more about Oregon's problems than 
the Office of Education in Washington. 
Even though I live there, and I have sat 
on the Education and Labor Committee 
for more than 12 years, I still am con
vinced that the people there who live 
and work every day, intimately, with 
these problems are the ones best quali
fied to make the decisions. I do not want 
to say in this Congress that the people 

here-even II:lY colleagues whom I re
spect and admire-sitting as a Commit
tee, have the judgment to say what 
should be done in every State. The prob
lems are different in Oregon than in New 
York, the problems are different in Il
linois than they are in California, and 
the problems are different in Mississippi 
than they are in New Jersey. Each State 
should be able to determine its own pri
orities. 

On title V of the bill, the amendment 
which I have to title V does one thing 
only: It tries to strengthen the State 
departments of education. At the pres
ent time the committee bill reserves a 
certain percentage of funds for the Of
fice of Education. I have a list of all 
funds that the Office of Education has. 
I can assure this body they have plenty 
of money at the present time to carry 
out the things they need to do. I simply 
take out the percentage of funds reserved 
for the Commissioner of Education's 
Office and say all funds under title V will 
go indeed to the State departments of 
education, so that they can do the job 
we are asking them to do. 

Let me spend, if I may, the rest of the 
time on the amendment which appar
ently is causing a great deal of discus
sion, and I spend this time because I 
believe charges are being made, and, 
yes, charges have been made, I must say 
in all honesty, during the last few weeks 
that are not based on fact, have been 
made that my amendment to require 
uniform enforcement of the guidelines 
is done to destroy the Civil Rights Act. 

I guess it is more in sorrow than in 
anger that I hear this charge. I do not 
think there has been any civil rights bill 
that has ever been before the Congress
! cross out "I do not think," because I 
know there has never been any civil 
rights bill before this Congress that I 
have not supported. I have always sup
ported civil rights legislation, both as a 
public official and as a private citizen. I 
believe that discrimination is harmful 
to our society. I believe it is degrading to 
the individual, and I believe it does 
something to our democratic form of 
government. I would not stand here in 
the well of the House and offer any 
amendment which would in any way 
weaken the Civil Rights Act. 

I offer as an amendment, language 
which would do two things. One, it would 
simply say that when the Office of Edu
cation or any agency in HEW draws up 
a rule or regulation or guideline or order, 
they must cite the statute. What is wrong 
with that? Does that destroy the civil 
rights bill because after the rule or regu
lation or order they must cite public 
law so and so, subparagraph (b) ? 

The second part of the amendment 
simply says that rules, regulations, and 
guidelines and so on will be administered 
uniformly throughout the 50 States. I 
did not offer this amendment in the com
mittee, though guidelines were the mat
ter of hearings and discussion in the 
committee. 

Let me tell the Members why I did not. 
It has been only within the past 2 weeks 
there has been brought to my attention 
the public statement by the :office of 
Education. 

These are the words in the February 

1967 publication of the Office of Edu
cation: 

To begin at the beginning, the guidelines 
apply only to school districts in the 17 bor
der and southern States. 

I did not know that. I should have 
known, and I apologize, as a member 
sitting on that committee, but I did not 
know that the guidelines only applied to 
the 17 States and not to the 50 States. 

I do not know what the Members 
thought they were voting for in the civil 
rights bill, but when I voted for it I did 
not think there would be guidelines 
drawn up which would apply, to Kansas 
.City, Mo., and that across the way, in 
the same metropolitan area, those guide
lines would not apply to Kansas City, 
Kans. 

I did not think I was voting for a bill 
that would give the Office of Education 
authority to draw up guidelines that 
would be applicable to Louisville, Ky., 
but would not be applicable to Jefferson
ville, Ind., which is across the way and 
part of the same met.ropolitan area. · 

Certain guidelines are applicable in 
Wheeling, W.Va., but there is a different 
set of guidelines across the way in 
Bridgeport, Ohio. 

There is one set of guidelines for Cin
cinnati, Ohio, but a different set of 
guidelines applicable in Covington, Ky. 

I could give many more instances than 
this: · 

Let me read what Senator PASTORE 
stated, when the civil rights bill was be-. 
fore the Senate. Senator PASTORE said 
this: 

Frankly, I do not see how we could have 
gone any further. 

He had prefaced this by saying: 
In this bill we do not want to be vindic

tive. We do not wish to punish. We do not 
wish to be unreasonable. 

Then he said: 
Frankly, I do not see how we could have 

gone any further, to be fair. Without title 
VI, accepting the fact that the President 
himself, under presidential powers, has the 
right to issue directives, which he already 
has--such directives are much more stringent 
than the proposed ti tie VI. Section 602 of 
title VI not only requires the agency to 
promulgate rules and regulations, but all 
procedures must be in accord with these rules 
and regulations. They must have broad scope. 
They must be national. They must apply to 
all 50 States. We could not draw one rule to 
apply to the State of Mississippi, another rule 
to apply to the State of Alabama and an
other rule to the State of Rhode Island. 
There must be one rule to apply to every 
State. 

In the debate in the House on Janu
ary 31, 1964, Congressman CELLER, in 
discussing title VI said: 

The bill would require that each· Federal 
agency which extends financial assistance of 
the type covered by Title VI must esta.blish 
non-discriminatory standards of general ap
plication. This means that it cannot apply 
one standard of conduct to one person and 
a different standard of conduct to another 
... Title VI directs all appropriate Federal 
agencies to adopt rules, regulations, or orders 
of general applicability to effectuate this na
tional pol~cy of non-discrimination. It would 
require each · Federal agency administering 
Federal assistance by grant, contract, or loan, 
to reexamine its assistance programs to make 
sure that adequate action has been taken to 
preclude such discrimination. 
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That is what the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CELLERJ said. I could quote 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RYAN], who said: 

To aid school districts throughout the 
counJtry. 

The Vice President also said something, 
in 1964. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Oregon has expired. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield me 5 ad
ditional minutes? 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentlewoman 3 additional minutes. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. In recent 
weeks, much discussion has centered 
around the decision by the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. I have gone 
very carefully through this document. 
In fact, I have spent several hours on it. 
In several places in this decision, the 
court has indicated that the guidelines 
were adopted for the entire country. At 
one point they say: 

The act establishes a policy for all of the 
country and for the courts as well as for 
the agency required to administer the law. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield to me? 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Let me finish 
this and then I will yield if I can get 
more time. . 

And so, Mr. Speaker, on the basis of 
the original congressional intent with 
Senators and Congressmen saying that 
this act was "national in scope"; and 
finally on the basis of justice and equity, 
I suggest that any guidelines drawn up 
be fair and administered uniformly in 
all 50 States, and not just 17. Are there 
Members of the House who are going to 
tell me that it is less repugnant to have 
discrimination in Harlem than it is in 
Alabama? Is discrimination · because of 
race less demeaning to the individual in 
Detroit or Cleveland than it is to the 
individual in Mississippi? Is discrimina
tion not a denial of the fundamental 
concept of the brotherh90d of man 
whether it occurs' in Watts or central 
Harlem or Georgia or Louisiana? Are 
there people who are going to say that 
it is all right to discriminate in the 
North and West but the Office of Educa
tion is to draw up guidelines that apply 
only in the 17 Southern ·States? This, 
Mr. Speaker, does not seem to me to be 
the intent Of the law nor a law that is 
based on equity and fairness and justice. 

Let me .conclude by quoting President 
Kennedy. This statement reflects my 
views, and I believe it has meaning for 
this House in this debate . . President 
Kennedy said this: · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. May I have 2 
more minutes, please? 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentlewoman 1 minute. Our time is 
running out. 
· Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I will yield 
the gentlewoman 1 additional minute. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentlewoman is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregqn. President 
Kennedy said: 

This is not a sectional problem-it is na
tionwide. It is not a partisaP, problem. The 

proposals set forth above are ba,sed on a 
careful consideration of the views of leaders 
of both partieS in both Houses of Congress. 
In 1957 and 1960, members of both parties 
rall1ed behind the civil right measures of my 
predecessor; and I am certain that this tradi
tion can be continued, as it has in the case of 
the world crisis. A national domestic crisis 
also calls for bi-partisan unity and solutions. 

We will not solve these problems by blam
ing any group or sect.ion for the legacy which 
has been handed down by past generations. 
But neither will these problems be solved by 
clinging to the patterns of the past. Nor, 
finally, can they be solved in the streets, by 
lawless acts on either side, or by physical 
actions or presence of any private group or 
public official, howeVier appealing such. melo
dramatic devtc.es may seem to some .•.. 

I therefore ask every Member of Congress 
to set aside sectional and political ties, and 
to look at this issue from the viewpoint of 
the Nation. I ask you to look into your hearts, 
not in search of charity, for the Negro neither 
wants nor needs condescension, but for the 
one plain, proud, and priceless quality that 
unites us all as Americans: a sense of 
justice... · 

,This is the basis on which I offer these 
amendments. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield to me? 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. The gentlewoman 
makes a good point that this law applies 
to all States and to all areas. I would 
like to remind the gentlewoman that the 
first withholding of funds under this act, 
title VI, was in the city of Chicago. What 
bill or law does the gentlewoman tll.ink 
the Commission was operating under if it 
did not apply to all of the States of the 
Union? 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I go by the 
statements that have been made by the 
Office of Ed~cation, I say to my friend 
from Dlinois. The Office of Education says 
that the guidelines only apply in 17 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, I include at this point, 
a brief summary of the purpose of the 
amendments I intend to offer: 

PURPosE' OF AMENDMENTS 

Title V of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act is designed for the purpose 
of strengthening the State Departments of 
Education. This amendment would provide 
tha,t all of the funds authorized under Title 
V be given to the State Departments of 
Education to accomplish the purpose sstated. 
It would eliminate aJl funds reserved for the 
Ofiice of Education in Title V. The amount 
of money and the formula for distribution in 
the various states would, remain the same. 
Permissive language is added to allow the 
state educational agency to pro~ide grants 
to local educational agencies in metropolitan 
areas to enable them to engage in compre
hensive planning to meet their particular 
needs either alone or in cooperation with 
other such agencies. 

The Amendment on Page 53 of the bill, 
Line 2, would simply delete 'the words "de
veloped according to criteria established by 
the Commissioner.". The effect of this is to 
allow the local educational agency and the 
cooperating institution of higher education 
the fiexibUity to develop their own teacher 
training program. · 

There are two amendments related to rules, 
regulations, guidelines, or other published 
Interpretations or orders issued by: the De
partment Or HeaJ.th, Education, and Welfa.re 
or the Umted States Office of Education. The 
first amendment would require the citation 
~f the ,stq.tut~r~ authority upon which such 

rules, regulations, guidelines, etc., are based. 
The second part of this requires that all such 
rules, regulations, and guidelines be uni
formly applied and enforced throughout the 
fifty states. It does not seem to me educa
tionally sound to have certain guidelines 
enforceable in Kansas City, Kansas and other 
guidelines enforceable in Kansas City, Mis
souri, nor does it seem appropriate to have 
certain guidelines applied to the schools in 
Northern Kellltucky, for example, and other 
guidelines applied across the state boundary 
in Ohio. 

The Amendment to establish an Advisory 
Committee would consist of three Members 
of the House and two members from each 
of the following groups: 

Chief state school ofiicials, State Boards of 
Education, Local School Superintendents, 
Local school boards, Private schools, Class
room teachers, Professors from Departments 
of Education. 

This Advisory Committee would report 
back to the House of Representatives on or 
before Janua.ry 1, 1968 after having given 
their particula.r attention to ( 1) the relative 
effectiveness of categorical assistance as com
pared to general assistance in the elementary 
and secondary education programs and (2) 
the feasibility of one state plan combining 
the various categorical aid programs. 

The Amendment of Title III of the bill is 
based on testimony during the hearings by 
various educational leaders. The National 
Education Association, school board members 
and state school superintendents have re
peatedly ~ked that State Departments of 
Education not be by-passed in the adminis
tration of the Title III program. The purpose 
for which the funds can be spent in the 
Amendment are almost identical to the pur
poses for which the money can be spent 
under the Committee bill. The formula for 
the distribution of funds is exactly the same 
in the Amendment as it is in the Committee 
bill. The Amendment provides for a state 
plan which is to be approved by the Com
missioner. This Amendment becomes effec
tive on June 30, 1968 and it is so worded 
th-at if a state wishes to send in a plan dur
ing Fiscal Year 1968 it may do so. In other 
wot:ds the Amendment is permissive in 1968 
and mandatory in 1969. The Amendment also 
specifically provides in Section 304 sub-para
graph. 1 "that for the first Fiscal Year for 
which the plan is in effect it must p·rovide 
that no local educational agency will receive 
less than the amount it could reasonably an
ticipate receiving had the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Amendments of 1967 
not been enacted as determined by the state 
educational agencies after consultation' with 
the Oommissioner ." 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BELL]. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, w111 the 
gentleman yield to me at this point? 

Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I oppose 
the amendment discussed by the gentle
woman from Oregon with respect' to this 
effort to legislate on an education btll in 
connection with a matter dealing with 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 under the 
jurisdiction of the Judiciary Committee. 

Let me observe at the outset that as a 
member of the House Education and 
Labor Committee who attended and par
ticipated actively in hearings and meet
ings of the committee on the extension of 
the Elementary 'and Secondary Educa
tion Act during the last session and dur
ing this session, this is the first time that 
such an amendment has been proposed 
although only a few days ago there ap
peared a story in the ·washington Post 
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under the headline "United States Re
ported Softening on Dixie Schools," in 
which some indication was given that 
this amendment was under considera
tion. 

The new story, which attributed the 
gentleman from Louisiana, Representa
tive JoHN WAGGONNER, as the source of in
formation, outlined a number of de
mands being made for amendments for 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act. One of such was described as 
"Federal guidelines must cite statutory 
authority for every desegregation de
mand in detail rather than standing on 
the 1964 Civil Rights Act in general. En
forcement must apply to all 50 States and 
not concentrate on the South." 

On the surface, the proposal seems 
innocuous enough but I deplore the fact 
that no committee of the Congress has 
been given an opportunity in hearings to 
ascertain the meaning and implications 
behind the amendment. During the 
course of our hearings this year, the com
mittee received extensive testimony from 
the O:Hlce of Civil Rights Compliance in 
the U.S. Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare regarding civil rights 
enforcement matters and particularly on 
the guidelines. It was not suggested at 
that time nor was it suggested at any 
time in committee that such an amend
ment was needed. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been much 
confusion generated by the charge that 
the guidelines are applicable only in the 
South; Let me make absolutely clear at 
this point that title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 applies in all the States and 
in all the school districts of the Nation. 
All the evidence before the committee is 
to the e1Iect that title VI is being applied 
throughout the Nation. What then of the 
charge of the limited application of the 
guidelines? 

Any school district in the Nation, 
whether it be in the North, in the South, 
East, or West, is presumed to be in com
pliance with title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act upon filing with the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare a very 
short form indicating that they operate 
a single school district in which pupil 
assignments are made to schools without 
regard to race. There are 3,067 school 
districts in the 17 southern and border 
States which have given such assurance 
and are currently employing geographic 
attendance zones without regard to the 
race of the enrollee. 

Mr. Chairman, the guidelines do not 
apply to any of these 3,067 school dis
tricts. The guidelines only have appli
cability to the estimated 1,815 southern 
and border States school districts which 
have not filed with the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare such as
surance. These school districts in an ef
fort to avoid the cutoff of funds required 
under title VI of the Civil Rights Act in
dicated that although they are maintain
ing their present dual school systems, 
they have adopted so-called voluntary 
"freedom of choice" plans under which 
pupil assignments are made to schools 
not on the basis of the geographical lo
cation of the school and the residence of 
the enrollee but rather upon the election 

of the enrollee or his or her parents to 
attend the school within the district of 
such enrollee's choice. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, in the 
school district where such "freedom of 
choice" plans exist, the practice of the 
school system is to maintain the struc
ture of schools for Negroes and schools 
for white children but at the same time 
permitting the child to enroll in any 
school of his or her choice. Under such 
circumstances, the guidelines become op
erative to ascertain only if such "free
dom of choice" plans operate to eliminate 
a dual school system. It, therefore, be
comes quite obvious that the election to 
be relieved from the so-called odious 
burden of the application of the guide
lines rests entirely with the local school 
system. By the simple expediency of de
claring that it operates a single neigh
borhood school system assigning pupils 
to schools on a geographic pattern with
out regard to race, a school system may 
immediately be deemed to be in compli
ance with title VI. The resulting change 
by the local school system from the oper
ation of a dual school system to a single 
school system need not result in any pre
scribed percentage of integration. 

I submit to you, Mr. Chairman, that 
the "freedom of choice" plan has been 
adopted by these school systems because 
they have no intention of in fact doing 
away with the dual school system. For 
this reason, I have been greatly con
cerned about those provisions of the 
guidelines which in recognizing as ac
ceptable a "freedom of choice" plan give 
validity to a new device in education in 
the assignm.·ent of pupils which has as its 
clear objective the avoidance of title VI 
of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. 

In spite of this obvious question con
cerning the validity of so-called r "free
dom of choice" plans, the "gUidelines" 
have recently been upheld in a decision 
of the Fifth U.S. Circuit Court of Ap
peals. 

If the purpose of the amendment of 
the gentlewoman from Oregon is to fur
ther weaken the guidelines in this re
spect, then I am unalterably opposed to 
it, and if it does ,not have this e1Iect, 
then I am at a loss to account for its be
ing offered. In any event, I think that the 
matter demands more careful attention 
by the appropriate committee of the Con
gress, and for this reason alone should 
be rejected. 

Mr. Chairman, I must point out to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
Oregon [Mrs. GREEN] that we have been 
doing our best in the Northern States, 
including the State of New York, to 
attempt to liberate our children from 
our ghettos. I further state to the dis
tinguished gentlewoman from Oregon 
that we have given every assurance to 
the Government of the United States 
that we are following these guidelines 
and shall continue to do so. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to indicate to 
the Members of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
that I will not stand here and see my 
State and the city of New York placed 
under the stigma that we are not doing 
our best with reference to this problem. 

Mr. Chairman, we have been operat-

ing neighborhood schools for all with
out discrimination and we have been 
meeting all criteria set forth by the Of
fice of Education. This is an important 
point which has not been mentioned by 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
Oregon in her statement. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, education 
will be a continuing concern of our peo
ple and of Congress. 

Fifty years ago, 22,172,000 students 
were enrolled in elementary and second
ary schools in this Nation. 

Twenty-five years ago, 27,179,000 stu
dents were enrolled. 

Last fall the figure was 49,800,000. 
In 1975, 53.6 million students are ex

pected. 
This growth has placed pressure upon 

us. 
In 1965 I did not agree with the ma

jority of my party in dealing with such 
a clearly growing need. 

In 1966 the education legislation picked 
up friends. 

I am hopeful that a majority of us 
will support this bill this month. 

I believe in a Federal program that 
serves the States by recognizing that 
there are problems over which the States· 
have no control. 

Mainly, these problems are the prob
lems of stimulated ·growth and need com
bined with economic distress in sections 
of our land that do not acknowledge and 
are not necessarily contained within 
State borders. 

I voted for the bill in 1965 and in 1966 
because of my concern about these de-
pressed areas. · 

I believe that Republicans who agreed 
with me responded as they did last year 
because of their growing concern about 
this problem. 

It is a completely legitimate position 
for us to take. 

It is a position we have often taken 
together in other areas of legislation. 

It is in keeping with our traditional 
view about the responsible role of Fed
eral Government. 

It is the reason I stand now to en
dorse the committee bill and it is basic 
to all that will be discussed in efforts to 
amend it. 

Mr. Chairman, as Members we must 
at all ·times be guided by the principle 
of responsibility in matters involving the 
expenditure of public funds. 

A part of that responsibility is to as
sure that funds are spent on pressing 
national priorities, on the central issues 
of our times. 

Another part of that resp(msiblity 18 
to make certain that they are spent wise
ly, and with a minimum of waste. 

With regard to the aid to education 
legislation which is .before the House, 
I believe that our responsibility gives us 
no other choice but to vote for the com
mittee bill. 

I base this conviction on several fac
tors. 
· First, it is a principle of sound man

agement not to begin a venture which 
cannot be carried out to a successful con
elusion. 

In 1965, the Congress, in recognition 
of the fact that the educational needs 
of the children of poverty were not being 
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met, enacted the Elementary and Sec- Mr. QUIE. If the . gentleman would 
ondary Education Act. yield for just a moment, I would sug-

The primary focus of this act was spe- gest that the gentleman did not state 
cial help to the schools with the highest that in the manner it should be, and I 
concentrations of deprived children. think the gentleman should correct it. 

It was recognized at the time we could Mr. BELL. As I understand it, the 
not revolutionize the schools overnight, States are required to provide no more 
nor could we rehabilitate disadvantaged than 50 percent of the funds for the de
children over a short period of time. prived areas.; that is, under the proposed 

It is clear, based on statistics cited in bill the State is only required to provide 
the committee report of H.R. 7819, that that amount. 
much has been accomplished. Mr. QUIE. The gentleman is incorrect. 

Under title I, 22,000 projects were con- The 50 percent is the floor, the State 
ducted by over 17,000 local educational could use up to 90 percent. 
agencies reaching an estimated 8.3 mil- Mr. BELL. I did not say they could not 
lion educationally deprived youngsters. use more, but I say they are required 

Over half the funds spent under title I to use only 50 percent. Whereas, the 
went directly for teaching. committee bill rifles in on 80 percent. 

About 20 percent was spent on educa- In other words, 80 percent must be used 
tiona! equipment. for the deprived areas. 

And about 10 percent on construction. Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
Educators were able to use their own gentleman yield? 

ingenuity to tailor programs to their Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman 
particular local needs. from New York. 

After-school remedial instruction _ Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
courses were given in New York for chil- the gentleman for yielding, and I would 
dren who were unable to keep up with like to commend the gentleman for his 
their more privileged fellow pupils. presentation and for bringing up this 

In Tennessee wireless auditory train- encouraging point. Both the gentleman 
lng units were used to assist deaf chil- and I represent metropolitan areas, and 
dren unable to communicate without.-~we know the problems these areas face 
special help. in attempting to get Federal aid for edu-

Mothers in Arkansas were given .cook- cation for the deprived children, because 
ing classes to insure that their school- of the historical reticence produced by 
age children would receive well-balanced largely rural State legislatures. Earlier 
meals to maintain their ability to con- we talked about the· contest this could 
centrate in school. produce, and we all know what that 

The committee heard hundreds of could do, but we do know that under the 
other examples of specially designed committee bill the money is flowing into 
local programs to meet the educational areas that have been designated as edu-
needs of low-income families. cationally deprived areas. 

Under title II, 49 million students and Mr. BELL. I thank the gentleman for 
1.9 million teachers now have access to his comments, and I would say that un
llbrary books and materials hitherto un- der the committee bill 80 percent of the 
ava11able to them. money must go to those areas; it must 

Ti.tJe V, designed to strengthen state go to the deprived areas. 
educational agencies, awarded 85 percent Mr. CAREY. That is the point I am 
of its funds in the form of basic grants making, that a State might not be able 
with personnel needs receiving the high- to do this; The children of the slums in 
est priority. the cities have been getting short shrift 

Testimony indicated that the scarcity in the States because of the historic for
of trained personnel hindered many of mulas that work against their best 
the State programs under this title. interests. 

Title III has· financially affected the Mr. BELL. Let me say to the gentle-
lives and educations of nearly 10 million man that I understand, and this is a sta

. public and nonpublic elementary -and tistical fact, that before this committee 
secondary school children. bill came out in 1965, only two States of 

It has provided otherwise unavailable the Union had the interest and desire 
educational services for 93,000 preschool to provide a means of rifling their State 
students, and 250,000 out-of-school funds in on the poverty school areas. 
youth. Those two States were Connecticut and 

Now 18 short months later it is sug- California. 
gested that we reduce our concentration To further indicate the past trend of 
on the children of poverty and throw out States do not concentrate on the poor 
the legislative approach that was voted schoolchildren the gentleman may recall 
only 2 years ago. the State of New York provided that only 

Quie approach: 50 percent to deprived 25 percent of State school funds should 
areas. be spent in deprived areas of New York 

The committee bill: Rifles in with 80 City. The ESEA committee bill funds on 
percent of the money. the other hand were rifled in to the ex-

Just to make a correction, I believe tent of nearly 50 percent. Now this is 
you should understand that the Quie what the record shows. It is important 
approach, the Qule amendment, provides that Federal funds be rifled in to the de
that the States must assign no less than prived areas. The committee bill is de-
50 percent of the funds to the deprived signed to do this whereas the substitute 
areas, but the States do not have to pro- is not. 
vide any more than the 50 percent. Mr. CAREY. The gentleman has made 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- a very fine point and I hope that that 
tleman yield? will be brought out in debate because I do 

Mr. BELL. I do not have sufficient believe it destroys the theory advanced 
time. by the gentleman from Minnesota that 

his bill is just as good for the poor chil-
dren as the present bill. . 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, 'I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Sixty-five Mem
bers are present, not a quorum. The Clerk· 
will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
owing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Arends 
Ashley 
Bevill 
Bolling 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Burleson 
Burton, Utah 
Cabell 
Celler 
Collier 
Conyers 
Cowger 
Daddario 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dorn 
Downing 
Dulski 
Everett 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fascell 
Fino 

[Roll No. 97] 
Fraser 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Halleck 
Henderson 
Holifield 
Holland 
I chord 
Irwin 
Jones, Ala. 
Kluczynski 
Lukens 
May 
Miller, Cali!. 
Montgomery 
Moss 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Myers 
Nedzi 
Passman 
Railsback 
Rees 

Resnick 
Roberts 
Ronan 
Rostenkowski 
Roudebush 
Roybal 
St. Onge 
Shriver 
Smith, N.Y. 
Smtth, Okla. 
Stubblefield 
Taylor 
Teague, Tex. 
Tiernan 
Vauder Jagt 
Whalley 
Willis 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
WoltY 
Wyman 
Younger 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. PRICE of lllinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that · that 
Committee having had under considera
tion the bill H.R. 7819, and finding itself 
without a quorum, he had directed the 
roll to be called, when 367 Members re
sponded to their names, a quorum, and 
he submitted herewith the names of the 
absentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 

California [Mr. BELL] is recognized. 
Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, in order to 

obtain a fair appraisal of the two ap
proaches--the approach of the commit
tee bill and the approach of the Quie 
blll-it is my opinion that we must first 
ask ourselves this question: Why do we 
as a nation need Federal aid to edu
cation? 

In 1965, Mr. Chairman, we recognized 
the fact that millions of children were 
being deprived of an adequate education. 
This was becoming a serious national 
problem. Public and private educational 
systems in the States, alone, were unable 
to do the job. 

In many States like my State there 
have been protest marches on city hall 
objecting to high local school taxes. Yet 
in many poverty areas schools are still 
inadequate. 

In California, where there are 400,000 
people coming into our State every year, 
a large percentage of whom are poor 
people. These people cannot carry their 
own local tax load to make it possible to 
take care of their own share of school 
assessments. This means that the load 
must be carried somewhere else. States 
that cannot afford this, must rely on 
Federal funds. Some States and local 
governments through property taxes and 
bond issues are able to take care of this 
problem. But one serious question has 
been growing. How to upgrade education 
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in the large, so-called pockets-·of poverty 
that exist in nearly every one of our 50 
States and territories. Federal aid is 
needed. 

A number of methods were studied, in
cluding a general aid approach, but it 
became obvious that since the low-in
come pupils presented the recognized 
problems, they must be guaranteed the 
greatest share of the assistance. The 
guarantee was built into the carefully 
prepared categories of aid. 

I believe a conservative position could 
be made on the basis or argument, that 
unless aid is to go to deprived areas, 
there should be no aid at all. Because a 
conservative could argue, that normally 
the States should take care of this them
selves. A concluding. conservative argu
ment could be, therefore, that if the 
Federal money is not rifled in to the pov
erty pockets, there should be no Federal 
aid to- schools at all. I do not believe that 
the Quie amendment adequately rifles 
in on this national priority problem of 
aid to the poverty school areas. 

In conclusion, let me say, I think we 
must recognize the fact that the admin
istration before it passed the 1965 act 
spent many years studying the problems 
that it would have to face, such as the 
church-state issue, the Federal control 
argument, and so forth. Many such 
hurdles and difficulties had to be over
come. Now all of a sudden, overnight, I 
think it would be a mistake to change 
and try a whole new approach that has 
not had the opportunity to be studied 
and analyzed and tested thoroughly. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
-gentleman yield? 

Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. PERKINS. I personally wish to 

take this opportunity to compliment the 
distinguished gentleman from California 
[Mr. BELL] who so ably served on the 
general subcommittee when we were in 
the process of writing the 1965 act. Con
gressman BELL has lived with this act 
ever since we first commenced hearings 
in 1965, and he has contributed im
mensely in the 1966 amendments, and 
again this year. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to associate my
self with the remarks of the gentleman 
-from California because I personally feel 
that he has made an accurate report to 
this committee. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for his comments. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the distinguished gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. PuciNSKI] 5 minutes. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, earlier 
in the debate the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. AYRES] said that 88 Congresses 
had failed to enact meaningful legisla
tion for Federal aid to our school systems 
and it took the 89th Congress to do this 
Herculean task. There is a very good rea
son why. Because for all these yea·rs we 
have been trying to find an effective 
formula that would meet the test of con
stitutionality and the test of needs. 

Finally, we came across a formula that 
is incorporated in the present bill-aid to 
areas of proven need-and that is the 
key to our entire concept of Federal aid 
to education. 

The gentleman from Minnesota and 

the gentlewoman from Oregon have both 
indicated that they will offer substantial 
amendments to this bill. I advise the 
House, after having sat through many, 
many discussions and many hearings and 
taken part in many efforts through the 
86th, 87th, 88th, and 89th Congresses in 
trying to work out an acceptable formula, 
I advise the House to proceed with great 
caution on any substantial amendments 
to the bill reported by our committee. 

This bill was put together after careful 
consideration of very complicated prob
lems confronting the various States and 
after very thorough study of the various 
constitutional provisions of the States 
and the various other problems that are 
involved. This is a tremendously complex 
bill and I strongly advise against any 
major changes after the committee has 
carefuily studied all aspects before 
coming before the House with this 
legislation. 

It is working well and I would recom
mend very strongly to the House that we 
let this bill work for a while before start
ing to make any major overhauls. It is 
working so well, as a matter of fact, that 
we have had practically no testimony of 

~any major criticism. 
The superintendent of the Chicago 

public school system, Mr. James F . Red
mond. has stated : 

The Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act has been a great help to the schools 
of this Nation. The application of these 
funds has enabled school groups to do the 
things that, for a long time, they have 
known how to do, but .could not finance. 
The criticism of the Act, I think, is not well 
founded. The problems of administration 
should not be so emphasized as to bury the 
real worth that this needed money has made 
possible. 

Any suggestion of transferring this 
legislation to the State superintendents 
at this time, in my judgment, would cre
ate a great deal of new problems at a 
time when the legislation is working ex
ceptionally well in its present form. 

May I remind the committee that 78 
percent of the American population to
day live in the major urban areas of 
America, .and certainly, it seems to me, 
these urban school administrators know 
their problems best and are best able to 
deal with those problems. 

For the gentleman to suggest and for 
the gentlewoman to suggest that some
how or other we .are going to bring in a 
new degree of efficiency by turning this 
over to the State school administrators 
just is not proven on the record before 
our committee. 

There is also another very serious 
problem on the question of church-state 
relations. 

The gentleman from Minnesota and 
the gentlewoman from Oregon say th.at 
their amendments will not in any way 
affect the formula incorporated in the 
existing act to bring meaningful aid to 
private ,and parochial schools such as 
books purchased by public schools and 
public school libraries and being lent to 
these private schools. 

You gentlemen know, whatever part 
of the country you come from, that as 
you walk through the local communities, 
both your public school and private 
school ~ministrators praise you for the 

fact that Congress has given very mean
ingful assistance within the framework 
of the Constitution to these schools, and 
this newly achieved help is very much 
,appreciated by all concerned. 

I am not going to go into a long dis
cussion here as to whether or not the 
proposed amendments would change the 
bill. The fact is that Msgr. James C. 
Donohue, the director of the Depart
ment of Education of the U.S. Catholic 
Conference, has stated very clearly-and 
here is a man who has made a very care
ful study of this thing-that these 
amendments would eliminate help to 
private schools. Here is what he said: 

If the Federal funds under the proposal 
were to be commingled by the state agencies 
with local state funds, the operation of local 
laws or state constitutional provisions which 
bar state expenditures for anything but pub
lic school purposes potentially could exclude 
the participation of private school pupils 
altogether in approximately 33 states. This 
would be wholly unjust, educationally un
desirable, incompatible with the common na
tional aspirations for a better educated 
citizenry, and inconsistent with declared 
policies of both major political parties. 

You want to change this bill with 
hastily drawn floor amendments after it 
has been carefully worked out in the 
cities and in the States? 

I want to remind you of one thing, 
those of you who have been around here 
for a few years, when the House· passed 
an amendment here very hastily on the 
minimum wage bill several years ago 
only to find out the next day that it had 
excluded 14 million people who were pre
viously covered by minimum wage stand
ards simply because the House did not 
know what the amendment really would 
do. The gentleman from Minnesota and 
the gentlewoman from Oregon merely 
tell us that it will :Qot make any dif
ference. But here is an expert on the 
subject who has made a very careful 
study who says that it will make a dif
ference and you are going to have to take 
the responsibility of deciding who is 
right. 

These amendments offered by the 
gentlewoman from Oregon have all been 
considered by the committee and the 
committee has rejected them simply be
cause the present law is working well. 
We are going to continue studying legis
lation and see what we can do as we go 
on. I do not know which of the amend
ments the gentleman from Minnesota 
will offer, but if the language incorpo
rated in H.R. 8983 is contained in his 
present amendments, I would say that 
this bill will be a windfall for the suburbs. 

The gentleman talks about his great 
concern for the underprivileged young
sters of America. He says that up to 90 
percent of the funds can be used for de
prived children. But the language in his 
bill which sets up the criteria states, as 
the second criteria: "rapid increases in 
enrollment which overwhelm the educa
tional resources of a local educational 
agency.' ' 

Gentlemen, that is just a long way of 
spelling "suburbs," the suburbs that are 
the wealthiest areas of this country. 
Certainly they have problems, but this 
bill was passed with the original intent 
of helping. the areas of greatest need. So 
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we will shortchange the urban areas to 
help the suburbs, if the gentleman's 
amendment is adopted. Under the 
gentleman's amendment, if this language 
remains in the b111, a city like Chicago 
will lose $9 million a year to make help 
available to suburbs that have been over
whelmed by their growth. The gentle
man's amendment is a windfall for the 
suburbs. I have no objection to helping 
the suburbs but if that is the case then 
let us pass a general aid bill and help 
everybody. 

Finally, as to the civil rights amend
ment, I recommend that you reread sec
tions 001, 602, and 603 of title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act. 

The city of Chicago was the first city in 
this country, so far as I recall, to have 
$34 million withheld by the Office of 
Education under title VI. We proved 
them wrong, of course, and the money 
was restored. I discussed this with the 
chairman of our committee, and if the 
House will let us work our way in the 
committee, as chairman of the subcom
mittee which has the responsibility of 
legislation affecting elementary and sec
ondary school youngsters, it is my inten
tion later this year to hold full-scale 
hearings on the administration of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, not only as it applies to all titles, but 
also how the various communities are 
given an opportunity to work out their 
problems ·before funds are withheld by 
the Comm.dssioner of Edueation. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
act as reported. by our committee. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. ERLENBORNL 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ERLENBORN. I yield to the gen
tlewoman from Oregon. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I would not 
want the inference that has just been 
made to go unchallenged that if there 
is an amendment to title III of the · act, 
we would become embroiled in the re
ligious or the so-called church-state is
sue. We will be involved in that contro
versy only if those who will benefit by a 
distortion of the truth seek to start 
such a controversy. In a letter dated May 
19 from Ralph Becker of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, he 
states: 

Under Title III of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act, a legal applicant must 
be a local educational agency. A "local edu
cational agency" is defined as a local public 
board of education ot other public authority 
legally constituted within a State for either 
administrative control or direction of, or to 
perform. a; service function for, public ele
mentary or secondary schools in a city, coun
ty, township, school district, or polltical sub
division of a State. 

Skipping four paragraphs of the let
ter-and later I shall ask to have the en
tire letter printed in the RECORD-Mr. 
Becker states: 

The U.S. Office of Education has adhered to 
the regulations in making gran·ts under the 
title m, ESEA authority. 

No private school, college or university, 
or private corporation or company has re
ceived a grant under title III, ESEA since 
the inception of the program. Where such 

agencies have been used as subcontractors, 
the public agency has retained fiscal and ad
ministrative control. 

Since the ruling has already been made 
that under the law, the grants may only 
be made to a local public board of edu
cation or other public authority legally 
constituted within a state-it seems to 
me it is a disservice to the cause of edu
cation to try to intentionally raise the 
church-state issue for the purpose of 
creating controversy and avoiding a de
bate on the real issues. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ERLENBORN. I have only a lim
ited amount of time; if I am able to 
later, I shall be happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Tilinois. 

Mr. Chairman, for years we have had 
a great debate about Federal aid to edu
cation; if we should have any, what form 
it should take. This resulted in the pas
sage of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. At that time Ire
call the arguments were quite persuasive 
that we all-no matter where we live in 
this country-have a stake iri the educa
tion of children and culturally disad-
vantaged. . 

But we have a stake in Tilinois as to 
the kind of education that the children 
in Alabama or in Georgia or in any place 
in this country, might have, because we 
are a mobile society and these people 
may move some day from that area to 
our area, or we may move from our 
particular location to where the educa
tion was not as good as it should have 
been. 

Of course, the assumption here was 
that we were going to put funds into 
those areas where the greatest need 
existed. We have put some funds there. 
I believe it is obvious, after a year and a 
half or 2 years of operation under the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, that what we on the minority side 
pointed out 2 years ago has happened, 
and that is that the greatest amounts of 
funds have gone to the richer States. 

The Appropriations Committee then 
even added to the inequity of the for
mula in the act, when they provided that 
the second year's appropriation "pro
vide no less amount of funds to any one 
State" than they had received in the first 
year. 

The first year of operation was funded 
very late in the school year. Some States, 
such as mine, decided they could not re
sponsibly spend all the funds in just the 
few months they had left, so they did not 
spend all of the money that was allocated 
to the State of Tilinois. Other States took 
this responsible attitude. Some States 
spent every penny of the allocation and 
authorization that was made to them. As 
the result of this and the action of the 
Appropriations Committee, we now are 
really rewarding those who overspent, 
who may have wasted a great deal of the 
money on equipment that st111 has not 
'been used and programs that were not 
meaningful. 

We have caused a disadvantage for 
those States that did practice some thrift. 

One of the most pressing problems we 
have experienced with· the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act was late 

funding. This is a problem in which I am 
most interested, the fact that we do not 
let States know until well after the be
ginning of the fiscal year and even after 
the beginning of the school year what 
funds they will have under these pro
grams under ESEA. This is particularly 
difficult when we talk about these nar
row category aid programs where such 
programs must be developed, and special 
teachers must be hired at the beginning 
of the school year in September or Oc
tober. The school districts do not know 
what funds they are going to get. Some
times, such as this year, the State of 
Tilinois did not know until February or 
March of this year exactly what funds 
they were going to get under ESEA for 
the current fiscal year. 

I pointed this out in the committee 
when this bill was first heard. This is a 
concern that is not unique to me, but a 
concern I have received and I have felt 
as a result of the testimony from educa
tors across the country. 

When Mrs. GREEN's subcommittee 
made their· study of the Office of Educa
tion, everywhere they went they heard 
complaints about this late funding. 

Yet · the bill was brought before the 
committee this year by the administra
tion; the administration bill had no au
thorization for the fiscal year 1969. The 
authorization for 1968 is already on the 
books. It was obvious it was not the in
tention of the administration to attack 
the problem of late funding. So we had 
hearings on a bill that had no authori
zation for the year 1969. 

Later, after the hearings were com
pleted and the amendment was adopted 
authorizing funds for the year 1965, at 
this point the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. QUIE1 felt he should offer his 
amendment to change the direction of 
our narrow aid program, to have it in 
the form of block grants with more flexi
bility within the States. 

I emphasize the chronology to show 
it was not the fault of the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. QUIE 1 nor any 
committee member on this side, that 
w~ did not have hearings on funds for 
1969 and did not have an opportunity to 
have hearings on the Quie amendment. 
It was a fact that it was not in the bill 
as introduced by the administration, and 
the .authorization for 1969 was added 
without any hearings. The same objec
tions can be leveled against the authori
zation for 1969 that have been leveled 
against Mr. QUIE's amendment. 

Shortly after the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. QUIEJ proposed the 
amendment that would provide for block 
grants, we had the church-state issue 
raised. I believe this is a completely false 
issue. The amendment has been carefully 
directed to use the same devices that 
are now in the law to skirt the church
state issue. This was one of the stumbling 
blocks to getting any Federal aid to edu
cation, one that apparently combined 
with any lack of opportunity. This, com
bined with the lack of opportunity to 
have funds, made it impossible to get 
Federal aid to education. The church
state issue is completely false. I stand 
here as the product of parochial schools, 
having attended the first eight grades 
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and the high school grades in the pa
rochial schools of my own hometown. 

I tell the Members that I would not 
be for the Quie amendment, if I felt it 
were going to deny any funds to the pri
vate schools, to the parochial schools. I 
am convinced the Quie amendment will 
use the same device to get around the 
church-state issue, and the same 
funds-or, in fact, additional funds
will be available to the parochial schools. 

I should like to touch on the Teacher 
Corps, which is a part of the bill. It has 
not been discussed much today. I am 
going to offer an amendment to strike 
from this bill the authorization for the 
Teacher Corps which is placed in the 
bill. I shall have an opportunity· tomor
row, when I offer the amendment, to 
give my reasons for it. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ERLENBORN. I yield to the gen
tleman from nunois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. The gentleman was 
here when we debated the original act. 
He will recall the only reason why we 
had the Commissioner dealing directly 
with these programs, in title II and title 
m , in the community, was to get around 
the provisions of the State constitutions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from California such 
time as he may consume. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I compliment the gentleman who just 
preceded me in the well. He certainly 
made an excellent statement. 

I would like to take this opportunity to
day to announce my support of the so
called Quie amendment to the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act. I do 
so because of my great interest in the de
velopment of our educational system and 
because l believe the QUie proposal of
fers the greatest opportunity to- retmn 
a degree of flexibility to the States to 
meet tbeir own particular needs. 

I believe the Quie amendment is the 
first step toward providing a flexible pro
gram of educational enhancement. At 
the present time, under existing. provi
sions of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, we have seen the growth 
of unnecessary and costly administrative 
burdens and of rigid regimentation in 
the regulations and standards of the 
Office of Education. The existing pro
gram of individual grants-in-aid for spe
cific projects requires an extraordinary 
amount of time and money in the prepa
ration and reporting of the proposed 
project. Such waste actually results in 
much of the available funding 'going :to 
administration rather than to needy 
students. 

In addition, school administrators 
must wait for approval at sev~ral levels 
in the Office of Education before they 
know if funds will be forthcoming. This 
causes a delay which makes it difficult 
for the administr.ator to plan his school's 
budget, as well as postponing the time 
at which assistance to the student can 
begUG. , 

Finally, the educational needs. of vari
ous localities and regions can differ 
greatly. Where a program is regulated 
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by one central authority, standards must 
be set up and often are such that all 
needs cannot be met and valuable as
sistance might not be available. 

Under the Quie amendments, the pro
gram of individual grants-in-aid under 
titles I, II, m, and V would be ended and 
block grants would be given to the States 
for distribution. In this manner, the 
money would be used in the most needed 
areas, rather than being spread thinly 
and to school districts where it is not 
necessarily needed. This is similar to 
using a rifle rather than a shotgun. This 
type of distribution would only be sub
ject to the broad guidelines now con
tained in the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act which provides that half 
the available funds go to special pro
grams for educationally deprived chil
dren in areas having a high concentra
tion of such children, and that 7 percent 
of the funds must be used for providing 
textbooks and other instructional mate
rials. Additionally, private school chil
dren will benefit at least as well from 
the Quie 1amendment as under the Ele
mentary ·and Secondary Education Act, 
and the enforcement of .the Civil Rights 
Aot of 196'4 will not be affected in any 
way. 

We are confronted today with a crisis 
in our educational system. The vast 
population growth, coupled with the tre
mendous explosion of human knowledge, 
requires vastly improved schools to serve 
more and more students. Merely keep
ing pace with population growth requires 
an overwhelming effort. Add to that the 
need to provide continually up-dated 
and improved curriculums, and all must 
realize the task before us. Creative and 
imaginative thinking is required to pro
vide an approach to the problem that 
is sufficient for the need. Rigid central
ization of control of Federal education 
funds is the exact opposite of what is 
required. 

The Quie amendment offers an excit
ing proposal which has the necessary 
elements to meet the existing challenge. 
It provides a flexible approach. It is re
sponsive to varying ~needs in different 
areas. It makes a greater proportion of 
the funds available to student assistance 
by eliminating unnecessary administra
tive time and expense. I hope it will have 
the support of this body. 

At the beginp..ing of my remarks, Mr. 
Chairman, I said that the adoption of the 
Quie amendment would 'only be the first 
step toward enhancing our educational 
system, and in providing the financial 
assistance to do so. There are several 
other steps to be taken which would as- · 
sure our youth of the finest possible edu
cation. I believe that a tax -sharing 
formula by which States would receive 
a proportion of personal and corporate 
income tax levied by the Federal Govern
ment would be an important improve
ment. This not only would return control 
of our educational system to the State 
and local governments, but would pro
vide the needed- revenue for problem 
solving by States and local communities 
without rigid and wasteful Federal con
trol. 

I further believe we must encourage 
our youth to obtain higher education by 

providing incentives-for example, an 
income tax credit for parents for ex
penses incurred in providing a college 
education for their children. I would also 
propose a further incentive for the stu
dent-an income tax credit for the re
payment of student loans when such 
loans are used to further education. The 
repayment and the tax credit would take 
effect after the student graduates from 
college. With the college education, the 
student oan anticipate a higher earning 
capability and therefore be in a better 
position to retire the loan. The tax credit 
approach would give him the extra in
centive needed to commit himself to the 
loan. This student loan-tax credit-after 
graduation-concept is designed to pro
vide the opportunity for any student, re
gardless of his family's financial status, 
to be able to acquire or advance his edu
cation. Also this approach treats the 
public and private school student equally 
and does not bring up the controversial 
church-state constitutional question. 

I believe these three proposals will 
materially assist our students, the par
ents, and our educational system, and I 
am introducing legislation to implement 
them. It is my hope that these ideas will 
receive favorable consideration by the 
Congress. We must act now if we expect 
to be able to keep up with the rapidly 
growing requirements of our educational 
system. 

I honestly believe that Democrats and 
Republicans, liberals and conservatives 
can see the advantages of this approach. 
If carried forward properly, this will help 
the States and local units of government 
revise their tax structure and/ or their 
revenue allocation ·formulas, with the 
singular objective of providing relief to 
the overburdened property taxpayer and 
at the same time give our educational 
systems the needed financial assistance-
without concern for Federal control. 

Much has been said and much will be 
said about the proper approach to pro
viding the proper type of education for ' 
our children. There is one thing we cari 
all agree on, that education is certainly 
one of the greatest needs of our Nation 
as well as the world. 

The principal difference of opinion 
seems to center around just how the edu
cational programs will be financed and 
administered. 

Make no mistake abOut my own per
sonal objectives. I am ·vigorous in my 
support of the proper type of financial 
assistance for improving our educational 
system but I am equally strong in my 
determination to .avoid any Federal or 
central control of our educational sys-
tem. . 

I 'believe all of ·us should be seeking -
ways and means of helping the people in 
our respective States meet their educa:
tional responsibilities. There are ways 
this ·can be accomplished. We can all 
unite toward a common effort to enhance 
the educational opportunities of young 
Americans. · 

I believe the Quie amendment will 
develop a very constructive trend to ac
complish this. 

There are basically three avenues open 
to provide assistance. First, contip.ue to 
expand the general aid to education 
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which will lead to inevitable Federal con
trol and further disrupt the relatively 
tranquil church-state relationship. If you 
expand public school assistance drasti
cally, you make it difficult for private 
schools to provide the same quality and 
quantity of education, possibly forcing 
their closure and transferring this bur
den to the public school sy.stem, with the 
subsequent increase in the local tax
payers' burden. 

In the interest of religious liberty and 
an improved educational system, , both 
public and private schools should have 
the unrestricted opportunity to advance 
their programs free of control and with
out concern for raising constitutional 
questions. For this reason, I have con
stantly opposed the concept of expanded 
general Federal aid to education. 

I have consistently supported those ed
ucational programs where I think the 
Federal Government has a clearly de
lineated area of responsibility such as 
impacted areas assistance, NDEA, vo
cational education, and so forth. 

The second approach is to repeal some 
of the tax sources at the Federal level, 
thereby permitting the States to enact 
legislation to pick these tax sources for 
their own use and purposes. I believe this 
holds some possibilities for the future. 

The third approach is the tax-sharing 
concept which seems to increase in ac
ceptance and favor as the most logical 
and politically feasible approach be
cause it tends to provide needed funds 
while at the same time developing a 
trend away from central Federal control 
of our educational system. 

As a member of the Road Subcommit
tee of the House Public Works Commit
tee, I have seen this Nation develop one 
of the finest interstate highway and 
road systems in the world. This has been 
accomplished because we developed a 
posi·tive method of financing this sys
tem. 

I believe a similar opportunity exists 
to develop an educational system that 
can be the world's greatest, providing we 
take into consideration the many vari
ables in existence throughout this coun
try and develop the type of tax struc
ture revisions that wm permit accentua
tion of the positive aspects of existing in
stitutions and organizations. 

The entire 'Federal system of · Govern
ment, local, ·State, and Federal, must co
operate and participate in this .tax re
vision but with two-thirds of the revenue 
being collected through the Federal tax 
collection system, we have the responsi
bility here in the Congress to start this 
revision, thereby permitting the States 
to follow suit. 

I believe the Quie amendment is a start 
in the right direction. I hope it is passed 
so that we can get on wi·th completing 
the job ahead. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
nunutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REID]. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of H.R. 7819. I 
believe very deeply that this bill repre
sents 1n many respects the work of a 
generation. It enjoys a degree of biparti
san support, and always has had that 
support in the committee and on the · 
fioor. 

I believe that that act has made pos
sible significant assistance to some 8.3 
million disadvantaged children in more 
than 17,000 school districts. It has 
helped, in terms of access to books and 
materials, some 49 million students and 
1.9 million teachers. 

We are all familiar with its various in
novative programs. 

In the current bill, I believe it is proper 
to extend this legislation through 1969, 
but I am concerned over the seriouS un
derfunding of title I. I would have 
wished, I believe along with Members on 
both sides of the aisle, that there had 
been fUJl.l funding and a request from 
the administration for full funding of 
title I of $2.4 billion rather than $1.2 
billion. 

It is fine that this legislation deals 
with the Teacher Corps. I believe in this 
Corps, and I believe it is doing creative 
work. 

To cite just two examples of the 
achievements of Teacher Corps teams, 
in New York City interns are conduc.t
ing a special class for students with 
reading problems. Given the individual 
attention that the interns' small group 
instruction permitted, eight pupils in
creased their reading comprehension by 
1% grades in a period of only 4 months. 
In Milwaukee, Wis., a Teacher Corps 
team has assisted in putting 45 of the 
school's 250 multiple failures back on the 
"passing" list. 

In the debate today, however; I should 
like to deal particularly with two areas. 

The first concerns the question of the 
guidelines and of civil rights. It is im
portant, I believe, that we do nothing to 
diminish the full force and effect of 
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
and the regulations and guidelines which 
the Office of ·Education has established 
to implement that law. In a word, there 
must be no retreat on enforcement and 
no backing down on our commitment. 

In 1954 the Supreme Court established 
the clear proposition that maintenance 
of segregated dual school systems vio
lates the .U.S. Constitution. We in Con
gress, in enacting the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964, established the · machinery to 
assure full compliance with that consti
tutional mandate .. We can a1ford no in
dication of faltering in our commitment 
to see to it that disadv'antaged youth 
who have suffered so lQng under the 
blight of segregated schooling ·are now 
given the fullest opportunity to enjoy 
an equal education. 

I would urge the Committee to accept 
no amendment which would weaken the 
impact of what we have already accom
plished or break in any way our solemn 
coinmitment to educational opportunity 
for all. 

Earlier in the debate there was some 
discussion of uniform application of en
forcement policy. It is my understanding 
that title VI applies to all our States 
and that it reaches every American. 
However, to be explicit, recently there 
was action by the Office of Education in 
Cairo, lll. Here I believe there was a 
Negro school and a school for whites. 
There was immediate action taken there 
to see that this condition no' longer con
tinued. There have ·been other instances 

where the Office of Education has taken 
action in the North where there have 
been gerrymandered attendance lines 
and where there have been transfer · 
policies that are clearly discriminatory. 
The point very simply is that title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act applies to any dis
crimination in educ·ation arising out of 
State or local law or school policy wher
ever it might occur in these United 
States. In my judgment, the Office of . 
Education has PU!l'SUed, and gives every 
indication of continuing to pursue en
forcement of the law against imper
missible discrimination whether in the 
North or South. 

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
comment on the Quie amendment. AL 
Quu;, in my judgment, is one of the 
ablest ·and most sincere Members of this 
House. I do, however, have a basic dis
agreement with him on aspects of his 
particular amendment. I believe that 
the proposed substitute could be felt by 
educationally deprived children in indi
vidual States across the Nation with 
disadvantaged young people in my own 
State of New York suffering the heav
iest loss of funds. In my view, and I 
believe in the vi.ew of Congressman BELL 
with whom I have the privilege of serv
ing on the Education and Labor Com
mittee, the following points are of seri
ous concern. 

First, the proposed amendment would 
substitute a less precise formula for the 
present clear and unmistakable Con
gressional intent to provide financial 
assistance to all-and I repeat "all"
disadvantaged children. 

Second the proposed substitute would 
tend to deprive the large cities of 
substantial amounts of money, particu
larly New York City, which is already re
ceiving less than adequate assistance. 

Third, ·the proposed substitute would 
tend to take funds away from the 
poverty-stricken rural areas of the South 
which have the greatest need. 

Fourth, by making local school district 
allotments a matter for State determina
tion, the substitute could remove the as
surance of the exact entitlement that the 
cities and local districts now enjoy. In
deed, there is no guarantee under the 
substitute amendment that cities and 
other ·areas in serious need would get any 
specific entitlement at all. 

Fifth, the proposed substitute falls to 
take into account at all the cost of edu
cation, which varies widely from State to 
State. 

Sixth, the national debate on the sub
stitute threatens, in my judgment, to re
open serious questions as to the permis
sibility of greater State discretion in pro
viding assistance for educationally de
prived children who attend private 
schools. 

I think it is very clear that those States 
in which a large percentage of chUdien 
are disadvantaged get more th'an propor
tional amounts under the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, and would 
get less money under the Quie substitute. 
Those States with only a small percent- . 
age of disadvantaged children would get 
more money than they would receive 
underESEA. 

I think that this table, which compares 
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in nine States the percentage of disad
vantaged children eligible under title I 
and the difference between the state 
allotment under the committee bill and 
under the Quie formula 1s illustrative 
of this point. This table assumes the full 
authorization in the substitute of $3 bil
lion ·and the "fioor'' provision, and the 
committee bill authorization prorated to 
$3 billion, using the $3,000 low-income 
factor for fiscal year 1969: 

t~~~a~== === = = = ===== = 
Missassappa_ --- ---------
North Carolina __ - - - - - - -New York ____ __ __ _____ _ 

Ohio __ -------- ---- ------Minnesota ______________ _ 
Connecitcut _________ ___ _ 

Indiana_-- - ------- - -- ---

Percentage 
of school-age 
population 

counted 
under low
income fac
tor in title I 

formula 

36 
31 
51 
37 
12 
10 
15 

7 
18 

Difference be
tween allot
ment under 
ESEA and 
under Quie 

formula 

-$22,497,050 
-10, 856, 678 
-38, 825, 811 
-36, 487,372 
-92, 372, 379 
-57, 677, 842 
+7, 431,917 
+3,495,378 

+24, 751, 592 

Further, Mr. Chairman, by including 
one-half of the State per pupil expendi
ture in the formula, ESEA takes into ac
count the fact that it costs more to edu
cate children in high-income are·as and 
in urban areas which have concentra
tions of low-income families that have 
an impact upon the ability of local edu
cational agencies to support educational 
programs. 

For example, the Office of Education 
estimates that the average annual salary 
of a classroom teacher in New York is 
$7,700 while that of a teacher in Missis
sippi is $4,190. On the basis of the num
ber of disadvantaged children in each of 
the two States, New York would have to 
pay twice as much in teachers' salaries 
as Mississippi: some $160 million in New 
York and some $56 million in Mississippi. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. REID of New York. I shall yield 
to the gentleman in just 1 second. 

Mr. QUIE. All I would like to do is just 
to have the gentleman explain for the 
REcORD the tables with which the gentle-

man has tried to prove his point to the 
effect that these States will receive less, 
because I consider the point to be inac-
curate. · 

Mr. REID of New York. I shall be 
happy to put them in the RECORD·. 

This table, which was prepared by the 
Office of Education, compares State al
lotments for :fiscal year 1969, ass,wning 
the full authorization of $3 billion re
quested in the substitute amendments 
and the "fioor" provision, under which 
no State would receive less money in 
years subsequent to fiscal year 19·68 than 
it did in fiscal year 1968. Th'at is column 
1. The figures listed in column 2 are 
based on the committee bill authoriza
tion of $3.3 billion prorated down to $3 
billion with a "fioor" provision-so we 
are comparing equal authorizations-and 
the formula which utilizes a low-income 
factor of $3,000 and the State or National 
average per pupil expenditure, whichever 
is higher. Figures for fiscal year 1969 are 
used since that is the first year in which 
the "block grant" amendments of the 
substitute would take effect. 

Compariso~ of .amounts under H.R. 8983, as amended and Public Law 89-10, title I, II, III, and V, fiscal year 1969 

[Public Law 89-10 authorization prorated to $3,000,000,000] 

I 

Quie bill, 
H .R . 89831 

Public Law Netgainorloss Quie bill, 
H.R. 89831 

Public Law Net gain or loss 
89-10 2 (col. 2 minus 

col.1) 
89-10 ~ (col. 2 minus 

col. 1) 

., 
United States and outlying 

areas. __ -- _____ ------ - ---- -- $3, 000, 000, 000 $3, 000, 000, 000 
50 States and the District of 

---------------- Columbia-Continued 
Montana __ -- - ----------- - _----- $13, 251, 163 $10, 310, 215 + $2. 940, 948 

50 States and the District of Nebraska ___ --------- ---------- 23, 07!1, 948 . 21, 176, 917 + I, 902, 031 Columbia __ _______________ ______ _ 2, 910,178, 424 2, 924, 208, 181 ---------------- Nevada _________ - ---- ---------- 4, 497,830 3, 963, 884 +533, 946 
Alabama _______ __ ___ __ ____ _____ 74,835,472 97,332,522 -$22,497, 050 

New H ampshire _-------------- 10,234,581 6,307, 742 + 3. 926, 839 
New Jersey_- ------- --------- -- 69, 913,128 64,802, 067 +5, 111,061 Alaska _____ ___ ___ __________ ___ _ 4,1o.'i,255 5,110,397 -1,005,142 New Mexico ___ ________ _____ ____ 23,338,295 20,431,373 +2, 906,922 Arizona ___ ___ ____ __ __ __ ____ ____ 30,223,631 23,538,957 +6,684,674 New York _____________ ________ 168,888, 746 261, 261, 126 -92, 372, 380 

Arkansas ____ _____ __ __ ----- - --- - 39,010,766 60,038,077 -21, 027, 311 North Carolina __ ---------- ---- 100, 597, 755 137, 085, 127 -36, 487, 372 California _____ ____ ______ ___ ___ _ 2o.'i, 710,592 190, 939, 082 +14, 772, 5~0 North Dakota ________ __________ 13,313,872 13,477,090 -163,218 Colorado ___ ___ _____ ___ _ .. _____ __ 31,705,347 24,694,197 +7,011,154) Ohio ____ -- ----- ---- ------- _____ 159,172,943 101, 495, 101 +57, 677, 842 Connecticut __ _____ ___ ____ ___ -- - 28,043,253 24,547, 775 +3,495,478 Oklahoma __ __________ ________ __ 40,506,119 43,889, 137 -3, 383,018 
Delaware ____ -- ------ -- -------- 6,377, 716 6,422,093 -43,377 Oregon .. ___ ___ ---------------- ~ 29,070,150 21,452,354 + 7, 617,796 
Florida ____ _______ ----- -- ---- ~ -- 88,422,327 86,200,051 +2,222,276 Pennsylvania __ -------- - --- - --- 157, 460, 903 129, 410, 048 +28, 050, 855 
Georgia_----- -- --- -- --- - --- - -- ~ 87,889,066 107, 823, 323 -19, 934, 258 Rhode Island __ ----- ----------- 11, 189,677 10, 260, 193 +929,484 
HawaiL ___ __ ____ _ - - -----~ -- - --- 11,648,807 7, 715,697 +3,933,110 South Carolina ______ ___ ____ ____ 56,728,871 81,842, 887 -25, 114, 016 
Idaho _- ----- ------ --------- - -- - 14, 066,153 9, 580,495 +4, 485,158 South Dakota ____________ __ ____ 14,094,710 15,178,334 -1,083,624 
Illinois ____ -- --------- - --- ___ --- 119, 238, 436 116, 73.3, 381 +2, 505,055 Tennessee __ ___ __ ____ _______ ____ 74,600,602 94,788, 294 -20, 187, 692 Indiana __ ___ ___ ________ _____ ___ 75,928,924 51,177,332 +24. 751, 592 Texas _______ --------- -- - ------- 197, 898, 252 203, 295, 006 -5, 396,754 
Iowa ___ ____ ___ ___ --- - - ---- __ - - - 44,103,870 40, 986,002 +3, 117,868 Utah __ ____________ ___________ __ 21, 882, 339 10,154, 409 +n, 727,930 
Kansas ___ __ -- --- --- - --- -- - --- - - 35,064, 616 27,595,918 +7, 468, 698 Vermont_ _____ _______ __ _______ _ 7, 246, 556 6, 171, 922 +1, 074, 634 
Kentucky ___ ________ ----- - - - - __ 62,829, 289 79, 832,201 -17, 002, 912 Virginia __ ___ __ _______ --- --- __ __ 77,006,058 81, 950, 802 -4,944, 744 
Louisiana_- - --- - - - ---- - - ---·- --- 7!!, 379, 838 89, 236,606 -10, 856, 768 W asbington ____ ____ -------- ___ _ 42,943,629 29,896, 644 + 13, 046, 985 
Maine _-- - -- - ----- --- -- -------- 17,437, 311 13,489, 566 +3, 947,745 West Virginia ___ _____ ___ _______ 36, 207,373 44, 208, 558 - 8, 001, 185 
Maryland __ - --- - - ---- ___ ___ -- - - 50,895, 492 39, 516, 176 +n, 379, ooo Wisconsin ______ ____ __ __ ____ __ __ 67,481,212 47,754, 755 + 19, 726, 457 
Massachusetts __ --- -- -- --- - --- - 60, 618, 256 ' 45, 650; 273 +14, 967,983 Wyoming ___ ___ _________ __ _____ 5, 887,929 5, 035, 150 + 852, 779 
Michigan ___ _ ---------- ----- - -- 132, 246, 570 87, 334, 294 +«, 912, 276 District of Columbia ___ ___ _____ 7, 763,679 11, 978, 504 -4, 214, 825 
Minnesota _----- ----------- - --- 61,257, 823 53,825.906 +7, 431,917 

~~:~~~~i~~~ ====== ========= === I; 51,910,849 90, 736, 660 -38. 825. 811 Outlying areas_- - - ------ - ---------- 89, 821, 576 75, 791, 819 +14,029, 757 
63,973,446 66,573,562 -2,600, 116 

a $3,000,000,000 distributed with 3 percent withheid for the outlying areas and the 
balance distributed on the State products of (1) NDEA allotment ratios, fiscal year 
1968 and fiscal year 1969 and (2) estimated 5--17 population, July 1, 1965, with "floor" 
of Public Law 89-10 fiscal year 1968 estimated allotment s. 

2 Public Law 89-10 authorization of $3,299,467,883 for titles I, II , III, and V, fiscal year 
1969 (col. 2 of table 1, April 4, 1967), prorated to $3,000,000,000, with "floor"; $3 ,000 
low-income factor. 

Mr. Chairman, in the case of New York 
State, the figures make clear that despite 
the fact that New York has a high in
cidence of poverty, and despite the high 
cost of education in New York, the Quie 
formula, if adopted, would penalize the 
State because its average personal in
come is above the national average. 

The vastly reduced State allotment
given full authorization in both bills
could mean that New York City would 
be especially hard hit. On the basis of 
past ratios, the city stands to lose some 
$5·0 million to $55 million. Mayor John 
Lindsay has stated that: 

Tile Elementary a.nd Beconda.ry Education 
Act makes poss-ible programs directed a. t the 
spectal proble~ of the disadvantaged. Fail
ure to extend present categories of financial 

aid in this area would be disruptive of cur
rent efforts which are beginning to bear fruit 
a.nd of future progress as well. 

He goes on to say: 
From the point of view .of total financial 

implWt, both New York State and New York 
City are likely to lose a considerable amount 
of federal aid. Assuming that the substitute 
program and the existing program are funded 
at the same level of about $3 billion, New 
York State would receive $93 billion less 
under the substitute than it does under tbe 
present program. 

Mayor Lindsay writes that: 
This is a matter ·of grave concern to New 

York City, for it is obvious that when the 
State rece·ives less money from the federal 
government, the City will also receive less. 

Mr. Chairman, he continues: 

While it is not clear how much of the re
duction would be borne--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. REID of New York. Further quot
ing Mayor Lindsay, Mr. Chairman: 

While it is unclear how much of the re
duction would be borne by the city, on the 
basis of past ratios the city may well lose as 
much as $5()-$55 million .. 

He concludes his letter by saying: 
Under the circumstances, I should think 

that retention of the present law would be 
preferable. 

Mr. Chairman, New York City's plight 
is illustrative on a large 'Scale of the diffi-
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culties and uncertainties the substitute 
amendment could impose on local school 
districts across the country. Cities such 
as Buffalo and Rochester, N.Y., could be 
seriously affected. In making local allot
ments a matter for State determination, 
the substitute affords no specific guar
antee that funds will go to all local dis
tricts that serve disadvantaged children. 
The substitute fails to recognize both the 
high concentration of disadvantaged 
youth in our large cities and the high 
cost of education in certain States. Local 
districts now know not only if they will 
receive funds, but they also know their 
precise entitlement as soon as the appro
priation act is passed. The proposed 
amendment would remove these assur
ances and might well substitute confu
sion and delay in educational planning. 

Further, there is a serious question 
about the ability and initiative of many 
State school officials to take full advan
tage of the opportunities offered by the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act ·and to insure that the intent of ·the 
Congress, that all disadvantaged chil
dren-regardless of race, color, or na
tional origin-receive equal assistance, 
will be carried in to the local school dis
tricts. 

In addition, more than half of our 
States have constitutional or statutory 
provisions prohibiting the expenditure of 
public funds for private schools. During 
the formulation and enactment of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, a sensitive and· delicate balance was 

struck which has permitted disadvan
taged youths attending private schools 
to share in the benefits of this program. 
The greater discretion afforded State 
education departments under the sub
stitute might make these provisions ap
plicable and result in court decisions 
holding such aid unconstitutional or un
lawful. Moreover, the very uncertainty of 
this legal situation threatens to create 

· discord and vitiate cooperative efforts 
which are now being undertaken. 

~inally, I am deeply distressed that the 
education of our disadvantaged youth 
appears to have become a matter of in 
tense partisan political activity on both 
sides. The Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act was enacted substantially 
as a bipartisan effort; its drafting was 
the work of dedicated Members on both 
sides of the aisle. It is in this spirit that 
we should move ahead to assure the 
sound continuation of what we have al
ready accomplished. · 

In · my judgment, the Republican 
Party has an unparalleled opportunity in 
this session of Congress to establish a 
record ii1 which we can all take pride. 

Republican initiatives can provide 
meaningful alternatives to administra
tion proposals. Greater :flexibility in the 
allocation of education funds and some 
progress toward block grants should be 
considered, but these concepts must be 
thought through and approached cau
tiously on an experimental basis in the 
first instance. Our party should fight for 
full and early appropriations under the 

Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act; the reduction of 50 percent offered 
by the administration is clearly against 
the public interest and represents a step 
backwards. Our party should unite in 
support of the Teacher Corps and work 
toward its receiving its necessary ap
propriations, particularly in light of the 
halfhearted support the administration 
has given it. 

In my view, however, this is neither 
the time nor the place to abandon the 

. essential character of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act in favor 
of a program which has not met the test 
of full hearings and committee consider
ation and which could undermine the 
concept of assuring full aid to all the dis
advantaged. This, in my judgment, does 
not represent the best our party has to 
offer. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, this is an 
accurate comparison of State allotments 
under first, the existing act; second, the 
act 1as modified by the administration 
bill; and, third, the formula of the Quie 
amendment. It is accurate because it uses 
an identical amount-that of the budget 
for fiscal 1968 for titles I, II, III, and V 
of the act. It was prepared at my request 
by the U.S. Office of Education. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. REID], has been compar
ing unlike authorizations, and moreover 
has not used the actual authorization of 

. the committee bill, H.R. 7819. 
This accurate comparison should set 

this m~tter right: 

Comparison of amounts under existing ESEA, H.R. 7819, as approved by House Committee on Education and Labor, and proposed 
amendment by Representative Q1fie, fiscal year 1968 

Net gain or 
Pro~osed loss from 

ESEA, Fiscal year :fisca year Quieamend-
fiscal year 1968, 1968 amount, mentcom-

19681 H.R. 7819 Quieamend- pared to . as reported 2 ment distri- H.R. 7819 
bution a (col. 3 minus 

col. 2) 

U.S. and outlying 
areas _- ----- -- -- - - - $1, 581, 695, 000 $1, 581, 695, 000 $1, 581, 695, 000 ----- ---------

50 States and the District 
of Columbia ___ ___ _______ 1, 543, 293, 592 1, 543, 313, 845 1, 534, 244, 150 $9,069,695 

----------------Alabama _____ _________ 50,803,205 37,773,016 39,534,006 1, 760,990 
Alaska __ ---- ----- - - - -- 2,824, 943 3, 270,623 2, 168,720 1, 101,903 
Arizona __ - --- - -- -----_ 12,524,604 14,202,418 15,966,509 1, 764,091 
Arkansas ___________ ___ 31,335,705 22,278,585 20,608,576 1,670,018 
California_-- - - - - ----- - 101,382, 743 126, 654, 043 108, 672, 580 17,981,463 
Colorado __ -- - ---- ----- 13,200,905 15,136, 118 16,749,268 1,613,150 
Connecticut __ __ ______ _ 13,227,245 15,991,825 14,814,661 1, 177,164 Delaware __ ____ ________ 3, 543, 245 4,130, 296 3, 369, 213 ' 761,083 
Florida _______ _______ __ 45,346,736 41,420,039 46,711,657 5,291,618 

ii:~~fr~ ~ ~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = 
56,322,027 42,775, 971 46,429,945 3,653, 974 
4,249,003 4, 317,160 ,6, 153,820 1,836,660 

Idaho __ -- - -------- - --- 5, 200,502 4,621,683 7, 430,853 2,809,170 
illinois __ - - - --- - - - ----- 6~,908,353 76,513,408 62,991,158 13,522,250 
Indiana ___ - - - - - - - - - - - - 27,293,672 28,234,817 40,111,654 11,876,837 
Iowa ___ ----------- - - -- 21,705,328 22,731, 250 23,299,147 567, 897 Kansas ________________ 14,706,855 15,387,836 18,523.899 3, 136,063 

f;::i~y~~--::========== 41,708,270 33,150.932 33,191,393 40,461 
46,677, 2R8 42. 869,661 41,406,421 1,463, 240 M aine ______ ___ ________ 7, 258,679 6, 059, 508 9, 211,765 3, 152,257 Maryland _____________ 21,067, 146 24,862,531 26,887,018 2, 024,487 

Massachusetts ___ ______ 24, 484, 192 27,968,801 32,023,350 4, 054,549 
Michigan_- -- -------- - - 46,571, 383 54, 581,296 69,863,082 15,281, 786 
Minnesota _____ -- - - - --- 28,482,453 31, 043, 174 32,361.220 1, 518,046 

~~~~~~~!== ========== 47,219, 356 33,498, 246 27,423,410 6, 074,836 
35, 120,947 36,686,756 33,795,826 2, 890,930 

t Total of title I, $1,200,000,000 as reduced from authorization of $2,442,337,720 ($3,000 
per annum, 50 percent estimated State or national average CE per ADA, 1965-66) 
without "floor"; title II, $105,000,000; title III, $240,000,000; title V total, $44,750,000, 
$36,695,000 distributed. · 

2 Total o! title I, $1,200,000,000 as reduced from authorization of $1,504,341,263 ($2,000 

Pro~osed 
Net gain or 

I loss from 
ESEA, Fiscal year :fisca year Quieamend-

fiscal year 1968, 1968 amount, mentcom-
19681 H.R. 7819 Quieamend- J~~d7:~9 as reported 2 ment distri-

butiona (col. 3 minus 
' col. 2) 

50 States and the District 
of Columbia-Continued Montana ______________ $5,579,747 $5,957,382 $7,000,311 $1,042,929 Nebraska ______________ 11,285,549 9, 891,751 12. 192, 123 2, 300,372 

Nevada ____ ----------- 2, 265,633 2, 520,463 2, 376,109 144,354 New Hampshire _______ 3, 507, 104 3, 390,075 5, 406,714 2,016, 639 New Jersey ___ _________ 34,510,472 41,981,630 36,933,636 5, 047,994 New Mexico ____ _______ 10,853,586 12,328,063 12,329,131 1, 068 
New York 137, 139, 320 169, 961, 011 86.629,283 8, 331,728 
North Carolina~::::::: 71,442,843 56,024,766 53,143,679 2, 881.087 North Dakota _________ 7, 195,927 6. 998,285 7, 033,439 35,154 
Ohio. __ --------------- 54,079,745 57,349,533 R4, 087,718 26,738,185 Oklahoma __ ._ __________ 23,125,328 21,729,919 21.398,531 331,388 
Oregon_--------------- 11,510,109 13,016,156 15,357,149 2, 340,993 Pennsylvania __ ________ 68,504,229 76,733,297 83,183,284 6, 449,987 Rhode Island ___ _______ 5, 568,721 6, 462,490 5. 911,271 551,219 
South Carolina ________ 42,678, 163 0, 925,333 29,968,670 956,663 South Dakota _________ 8, 087,434 38,425,951 7, 445,939 980,012 Tennessee _____________ 49,491,085 36,073,629 39,409,930 3, 336,301 
Texas ___ -------------- 106, 458, 391 96,583,023 104, 545, 485 7, 962,462 
Utah------------------ 5, 568,510 5, 687,677 11,559,980 5,872, 303 
Vermont __ ------------ 3,397, 958 3,217,126 3,828, 204 611, 078 
Virginia . __ .!_ _________ 42,979,418 37,751,370 40,680,681 2,929,311 Washington _________ ___ 16,046,310 18,046,806 22,686, 216 4,639,410 
West Virginia---- ~ ---- 23,173,957 18,784,299 19,127,594 a43,295 
Wisconsin __ - - --------- 25,450,868 26,470, 989 35,648,906 9,177,917 Wyoming _____ ___ ____ __ 2, 892, 763 3, 124,849 3,110,469 14,380 
District of Columbia __ 6,425,637 7, 717,979 3,550, 556 4, 1(\7,423 

Outlying areas __ ----- -- - -- 38,401,408 38, 381,155 47,450,850 9,069,695 

per annum, 50 percent estimated State CE per ADA, 1965-:66) without "floor" ~ other 
titles as in footnote 1. 

a Total estill" ted fiscal year 1968 amount distributed with 3_ percent reserved for the 
outlying areas, !UJ.u the balance distributed on the basis of (1) NDEA allotment ratios, 
fiscal year 1968-69 and (2) tbe 5 to 17 population, July 1,1965, without "floor" provision. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield Elementary and Secondary Education broaden educational services and, most 
4 minutes to the gentleman from New Act. is a well-structured and delicately important, to improve them. 
York [Mr. SCHEUER]. balanced instrument designed to rework But how does this change take place? 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, the the fabric of education in America, to First, trained educational profession-
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als, must perform the fundamental re
search into how children can best be 
taught, what elements of their environ
m~nt need to be changed to make the 
learning process a more efficient and 
pleasant one for them, what approaches 
by teachers bring the best result in 
classrooms, what blends of curriculum 
have the most beneficial effects. 

Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, in title IV, provides for this funda
mental research. How can we translate 
this research into action, how do we 
move findings out of the laboratories and 
into the classrooms of America? 

The answer, and the flywheel in the 
delicately balanced instrument of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act is title III. "Title III: Supplementary 
Educational Centers and Services," was 
designed to make this transition possible. 
Under title m local school districts are 
encouraged to use their imagination, to 
break out of the stultifying old ways of 
doing business--to change. 

Title m is the change agent of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. It is the title that permits the school 
superintendent and the teachers and the 
principals to sit down and think back on 
all the earth-shaking ideas they had 
when they were fresh out of teachers col
lege, and to hone those ideas, polish them, 
and update them to meet the pressing 
educational problems of the 1960's. 

All too often I hear criticism of this 
country's teachers, criticism which labels 
them as unimaginative, unproductive, in
effective. Well, teacher by teacher that 
just is not so. But of course you cannot 
view the educational system on a teacher
by-teacher basis. Every young graduate, 
fresh with enthusiasm, fired with energy 
and dedication, enters an educational 
system that all too often is unimagina
tive, unproductive, ineffective. 

And what can that one young person 
do? Not much. And so he buries his am
bitions. and his dreams for change until 
he can' work his way up through the sys
tem and become a principal. Then, he 
reasons, he will be in a position of power 
to really get things going. Of course, as 
soon as he becomes principal he realizes 
that he is faced not only with a board 
of education hostile to change, but a 
faculty which has forgotten its ambi
tions, and which_.all too frequently
prefers to ignore present needs .tha;t must 
bernet. 

Our promising young teacher would 
still like to rework the curriculum, still 
like to set up special services for emo
tionally disturbed children, still like to 
work something out with that sharp 
young principal across the State line. 
But there are other' needs: Teachers' 
salaries, desks, textbooks, .. repainting the 
gym, the whole range. And so his dreams 
are sidetracked, and so is desperately 
needed change. 

Title m has started to change all that. 
Title m is a seed just starting to germi
nate in a crevice of the monolithic 
boulder of education; and as that seed is 
nurtured, as it grows, it wlll ultimately 
split that boulder asunder. Because the 
funds in title m are earmarked for in
novation and change, principals and 
superintendents who want to spend the 

funds available can now give vent to 
their lifelong ambitions--and change. 

By funding title m, we have turned on 
a fountain of ideas and permitted it to 
flow. Thus far that fountain is a mere 
trickle in the educational desert, but it 
shows great promise. 

Mr. Harry L. Phillips; then Chief of 
the Program Advisory Branch of the 
Office of Education's Division of Plans 
and Supplementary Centers, wrote in 
the April 1966 issue of American Educa
tion magazine that-

Schools are pushing back their educa
tional horizons: exploring the problems of 
building a nongraded high school (Athens, 
Ohio), conducting an annual festival of the 
performing arts (Orangeburg, South Caro- , 
lina), or building an Inter-American Educa
tional Center (San Antonio, Texas). 

The kinds of educational projects that 
Title III makes possible are limited only by 
the imagination and creativity of individ
ual school districts, and we are fast finding 
thaJt this creativity knows no bounds. In 
fact, the range of creativity makes it difficult 
to categorize the projects because each proj
ect is unique----subtly keyed to the needs of a 
particular school or community. 

Even my own New York City has taken 
modest strides to push back its educa
tional horizons. Projects funded during 
the first three seeding periods include 
musical ensemble performances which 
are being brought to all fourth through 
sixth graders in the public elementary 
schools in the city and to all fourth 
through sixth graders in parochial 
schools in three of the city counties. 

Moreover, these concerts, featuring 
professional musicians who can perform 
anything from a Mozart string quartet 
to folk music, are performing for the 
youngsters in the 600 schools in New 
York, the schools for children with severe 
behavorial problems. 

As most of y10u are proba!biy well 
aware, most of New York City children 
are deprived in their access to green open 
space-to nature, fresh air, knowledge 
of the earth-by their imprisoning en
vironment of concrete and asphalt. 
Well, another title III project is setting 
about to alter that somewhat. Children 
from public, private, and parochial 
schools are participating in a year-round 
program of nature study and conserva
tion at Staten Island's High Rock Park. 

In another project, 50 selected schools 
are being serenaded by the Lincoln Cen
ter for the Performing Arts. The Lincoln 
Center staff prepares youngsters before 
performances with study guides, bibli
ographies, discographies, and other in
structional materials and then visits the 
schools with solo recitals, chamber 
music, drama, dance, and opera. With
out title III, this kind of cultural enrich
ment would not be possible. 

And there are so many more: plan
ning for an educational park, offering 
creative art classes for 3- to 9-year-olds, 
planning a center to reduce reading re
tardation, and, a massive project, run
ning a supplementary educational cen
ter in the social sciences and human
ities for the city. But not only New York 
is involved. This center, designed to plan, 
initiate, demonstrate, and evaluate pro
grams and procedures for improving in
struction in the social sciences and hu-

manities, cuts across State lines and in
cludes all public and nonprofit private 
schools on Long Island, and in West
chester County in New York State, Ber
gen, Hudson, and Union Counties in New 
Jersey, and Fairfield County in Con
necticut. 

As Harold B. Gores, president of Edu
cational Facilities Laboratory, has said: 

Title III is providing the first venture cap
ital that many educators have ever had. 
It is not surprising that many school dis
tricts think small and cheap--they have 
never had the resources in the past with 
which to think in larger terms. 

So, by providing funds dedicated to 
change and quality, we are, through title 
m, allowing local schoolteachers and ad
ministrators to show their educational 
mettle-their capacity to create and ad
minister educational change, experimen
tation, and innovation in challenging, 
new, and daring directions. 

As Norman D. Kurland, director of the 
Center on Innovation in Education, of 
the New York State Education Depart
ment has put it, in "Theory Into Prac
tice," a publication of Ohio State Univer-
sity: · 

When possible solutions are found, Title 
III money can help to try them out in ways 
that may not win immediate acceptance from 
a city council, a school board, or the public. 
Title III should be risk capital and the risk 
should be that the idea may fail. It is tried, 
however, because if it succeeds it should hold 
promise of dealing significantly with a sig
nificant problem. 

Title ni is a big, fast-groWing program-

Everett M. Rogers, associate professor. 
Department of Communication, Michi
gan State University, writes in "Catalyst 
for Change," a national study of Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
titlem. 
It is receiving favorable reaction from edu-
cators, in part, because they perceive it is a. 
type of Federal assistance with a minimum 
of top-down control. 

Because of the way the U.S. Office of 
Education administers title III, there is 
not so much control as there is assist
ance. When school district X submits a 
project, which is then recommended by 
the State department of education and 
passed on to USOE, the experts go over 
it with tooth and comb, often going out 
to talk with the school officials and ex
amining the situation, and suggesting: 
recommendations and revisions. It is a. 
team effort, oombining local knowledge 
of problems with top-flight expertise to 
polish the proposals set forth to meet 
those problems so that the best pos:;;ible 
programs will be funded. 

The amendment proposed by my col
leagues would only rlng down the cur
tain on the promising opening months of 
educational change under title ITI. At 
present, States exercise the power of 
recommending individual title m pro
posals for approval by the U.S. Office of 
Education. Under the amendments pro
posed by Mr. QUIE and Mrs. GREEN of 
Oregon; the States would be given an 
absolute veto power· over individual proj
ect submissions. 

At present, interestingly enough, more 
than 95 percent of the projects generated 
at the .local level 1n t~e school districts 
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of America-and approved by the U.S. 
Office of Education have previously been 
approved by the States. The partnership 
is working. 

A distinguished educator Mr. Melvin 
W. Barnes, superintendent of schools of 
Portland, Oreg., has written: 

For what they may be worth, I am list
ing a few reactions to the Quie amendment 
which would modify the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act .... 

ESEA is still relatively new to us. We are 
learning to use it. This legislation should be 
continued for a while without major dis
turbance .... 

Such goals as the reduction of red tape 
are commendable, but I doubt that state 
departments of education would reduce it. 
In my experience, federal red tape is pref
erable to the State variety .... 

State departments of education are not 
prepared to handle ESEA. Basic to the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act are 
some sound ideas such as ( 1) teaching the 
disadvantaged (Title I) and (2) stimulat
ing creative solutions to schools problems 
(Title III.) State departments of education 
are generally rural-oriented and given to 
a regulatory style of administration. I ques
tion whether they are equipped to admin
ister such important legislation. They handle 
federal funds and they handle state funds. 
They are stuck with outmoded distribution 
formulas; they may respond to political 
concerns more than to educational. ... 

Mr. Barnes questions the abilities of 
the States to administer any of Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act. Right 
now, of course, titles I and II of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act
titles designed primarily to overcome 
deficiencies in educational quantities
are administered by the States, simply 
because Congress felt that States could 
best handle matters of quantity on a 
statewide basis. 

But title III is designed to stimulate 
and encourage quality-innovative and 
exemplary achievements-for the bene
fit of all American education, and Con
gress felt that title III would best be ad
ministered by the Federal Government. 
This has been done through a nation
wide selection process based on the inde
pendent judgment of recognized experts 
who are free · from the local or regional 
pressure that plump for particular proj
ects or per capita allocation of funds. 

At one point, I recall, my able col
league from Indiana, Mr. BRADEMAS, was 
questioning Dr. Paul Briggs, superin
tendent of sehools of Cleveland, about 
title III, and Dr. Briggs said: 

I would like to think that there might be 
some appeal above the State level. The ex
perience we have had in Ohio in the past, 
and I am sure it would not be repeated in 
the future because there are being some real 
improvements, indicated an unfriendly State 
department of public instruction to urban 
areas. 

For example, the Vocational Education Act 
of 1963, as the State planned, was first es
tablished for the distribution of these funds 
in Ohio which would not have included a 
single dime to be spent in any one of the 
eight larger cities of the State. This was 
never the intent of this Congress. 

If it had not been for massive newspaper 
and news media support, that money would 
have all gone into rural areas and none of 
it into the areas of unemployment. I dislike 
having to use the weapon of the news media 
to force a State into putting the money 
where Congress originally intended it should 

go. I doubt that ·this situation wlli ever oc- · 
cur again. 

But it just seems to me that at the source 
of the appropriation there should also be 
perhaps. an opportunity to appeal. 

At the heart of Dr. Briggs' opposition 
to vesting final authority in the State 
department of education was the one
sidedness, the rural power domination 
that the body exercised. This is ,all too 
frequently the case in many of our States. 
Under the Green-Quie amendments 
these rurally oriented State departments 
could, if they wished, disapprove all pro
posals dealing with the problems of big 
cities. Or, for that matter, they could use 
title m funds just for a single purpose 
in the State, or for a limited range of 
problems--stocking film libraries, or buy
ing reading vans, or what have you. 

Again, we must harken back to the 
essential element of title III-change, in
novation--coming in from all over the 
country forming a wonderful kaleido
scope of creativity that is being dissemi
nated rapidly across the country. 

This process of dissemination--of 
passing on the word-is not now being 
given as much emphasis as it should, but 
it is taking place. Title III has been given 
the acronym of PACE-Projects To Ad
v-ance Creativity in Education-by the 
Office of Education. At the end of each 
funding period, PACE puts out a booklet 
called "Pacesetters in Innovation" de
scribing all the projects approved during 
that period on a State-by-S.tate basis, 
and breaking them down as to purpose, 
cost, and subject matter. These booklets 
are widely distributed in the hope that a 
school district hoping to receive funding 
through title III may get some ideas of 
what is being done elsewhere and take 
advantage of them. 

Additionally, the U.S. Office of Educa
tion magazine, American Education, has 
been running a series of profiles on differ
ent PACE projects across the country. 
This handsome magazine also has a wide 
readership. 

There are some other problems that 
crop up with the Quie-Green approach 
of investing the States with a veto 
power: Virgil C. Blum, S.J ., professor of 
political science at Marquette University, 
one of our great Catholic schools, in a 
letter to me, referring to the proposed 
Quie substitute, concludes: 

If gil.v.en complete discretion in the ex.pend
itur·e of Federal funds .provided for the wel
fare and education of the Nation's disadvan
taged chUdren, there can be little doubt that 
the states would, with some exceptions, deny 
the benefits of Federal funds to deprived 
children attending church-related schools. 

Another question is the competency 
of the State departments to adminis
ter a program dedicated to change. The 
problems they have experienced in ad
ministering title I, a title not dedicated 
to change, which problems have been 
fully discussed during the committee 
hearings on Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, reflect negatively on the 
ability of all the States to administer a 
program of this kind without assistance. 

This is just a reiteration of what Su
perintendent Barnes of Portland said. We 
Members of Congress recognized this 
fact when first we passed Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act by including 
title v designed to strengthen state de
partments of education. I seriously doubt 
that Mr. QuiE or Mrs. GREEN of Oregon 
would suggest that there was no need for 
title V when we passed Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, or that title · 
V has completed its job in the last 18 
months. 

The State departments of education 
were in trouble when we passed Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act and 
they are still in trouble now. They are 
understaffed, underpaid, lack the req
uisite number of highly qualified profes
sionals to do the job required, and very 
often are simply out of touch with what is 
going on at the cutting edge of education. 
In some States the chief State school 
officer is paid as little as $11,500 per 
year. You just cannot get or keep educa
tors of quality, vision, -and leadership at 
that salary. 

The report of Professor Miller of the 
University of Kentucky, sponsored by 
the U.S. Office of Education, bears this 
out. Based on returns from 47 States on 
questions asked of administrators in 
charge of State title III programs, the 
report reveals that only 10 States have 
full-time title III coordinators; the rest 
do not. And of these remaining 37, nearly 
half of , them gave less than 50 percent 
of their time to title III, and half of that 
group gave less than 10 percent of their 
time to it. This ho-hum approach to title 
III was going on when title V funds were 
available to the States to beef up their 
abilities. Surely, this indicates a lack of 
commitment to educational change on 
the part of a significant number of our 
States. 

And most interesting and revealing 
was the report that of the 723 title m 
project directors queried, only 10 percent 
said they would prefer more State au
thority than at present. 

In brief, then, what are the problems 
with the proposed substitutes of Mr. 
Qum and Mrs. GREEN of Oregon? 

First, there would be a total frustra
tion of purpose of title III. Acceptance of 
either the Quie or the Green substitutes 
would effectively emasculate this bold 
new program. An idea designed to en
courage and foster change on a nation
wide front would, through adoption of 
the Quie-Green proposals, result in stag
nation at the State level. Because many 
of the State departments do not have 
the wherewithal-the professional per
sonnel, the resources, the will-to handle 
the job, ideas submitted by local schools 
could not receive the polishing and en
couraging they now receive from the U.S. 
Office of Education. 

Second, educational gerrymandering. 
Some States, refusing to reftect the na~ 
tiona! view of equality of educational 
opportunity, could foster inequities in 
the title III programs through their ad
ministration of them-depriving chil
dren of educational progress and educa
tional change because of the way they 
believe in God or because of the color 
of their skin. 

Most important for all of us to realize 
is that we will soon be voting to deter
mine the future of educational progress 
in this Nation, voting to determine the 
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futures of millions of American children. 
We hold a sacred trust for these children 
and it is our responsibility to act in their 
best interests. 

We want to validate the principle of 
local control of the destiny of our 
schools; the opposition wants to impose 
a roadblock to this local control. Local 
school districts should be given the 
chance to create an educational system 
to meet their own unique educational 
needs. This can best be done by giving 
them the tools and the resources to 
work out their own salvations. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCHEUER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to divert my colleague from New 
York on this very important point. 

I do understand how the church-state 
issue could become involved, and I un
derstand that mention of this has been 
raised during my absence from the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no question
! repeat, there is no question that as the 
title has been operated there has been 
absolutely no question of the issue of 
church-state in the various States, be
cause the money has flowed through a 
public agency, and there has been no 
question of the involvement of a State's 
constitution prohibiting the use of such 
funds through the public school author
ities. And the authorities on education, 
as I understand, have endorsed the man
ner in which this has been operated, and 
say that it has been operated to the 
complete satisfaction of all parties in
volved. 

However, if I read the amendment of 
the gentlewoman from Oregon correctly, 
and I will state that I have read it very 
carefully, under the new plan it would 
rifle the money into the State and the 
State would promulgate the plan. 

Mr. Chairman, I respect the knowledge 
of my colleague from New York with 
relation to the laws of the State of New 
York, that this would mean that once 
the funds are brought into the State 
treasury, and become State funds as 
such, that they will come under the 
church-state prohibition in the Consti
tution, just as they would in the majority 
of the State constitutions in this coun
try, and therefore it becomes a real ques
tion, and the settlement of such a ques
tion as to the use of such public funds in 
nonoublic schools could not be resolved 
at the Federal level, but would have to 
be fought out-and I emphasize that 
term-at the State level. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I will agree that where 
there is commingling of Federal and 
State funds there is serious doubt in my 
mind whether under the constitution of 
the State of New York we could take ad
vantage of title m. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I ask that 
the gentleman in the well be recognized 
for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
the gentleman from Kentucky is in con
trol of the time. 

Mr. PERKINS. I yield 2 additional 

jminutes to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield for a 
correction? 

Mr. SCHEUER. I would be glad to 
yield, but I only have 1 minute more. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a vehicle that 
has worked well. 

I have a letter from the U.S. Catholic 
Conference in which they say: 

We are firmly con vtnced that changing 
Title III as suggested by Mrs. GREEN would 
result in the diminution, and in some 
States possibly the termination of services 
for children in private schools. 

To answer the question of my col
league from ·New York, we have a ma
chine that was sculptured primarily to 
chart new byways and highways toward 
creative, innovative approaches toward 
resolving the disparate educational dep
rivation of our children. Let us get on 
with it, let us give the municipalities and 
the States of our country a chance to 
use this excellent machinery that we 
have created for them to make significant 
improvements in the quality of educa
tion they offer our children. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from · Washington, [Mr. 
PELLYJ. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I support 
the Quie amendment to the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act because it 
is a step in the direction of supporting 
individual needs of the States' school 
districts. Incidentally, the Governor of 
my State, the Honorable Daniel J. Evans, 
and State superintendent of public in
struction, Dr. Louis Bruno, both favor 
this amendment because they recognize 
its merits from the State's standpoint to 
meet the State's needs. They see that 
block grants will cut administrative 
costs and reduce the amount of Federal 
control over local education. 

Throughout the public discussion out
side this body in recent weeks, we have 
read and heard much in the way of false 
representation and misrepresentations 
about the supposed adverse nature of 
the amendment. It is obvious that a great 
many people fail to comprehend what 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act does and does not do. For exam
ple, it does not provide general Federal 
aid to education. This is Federal money 
for specific projects designed to benefit 
educationally disadvantaged or cultur
ally deprived children, to purchase text
books and library and instructional ma
terials, and to establish educational cen
ters for specific purposes. 

As it has been, local school districts 
that wanted to carry out the purposes 
of this law had to get approval of the 
Federal Government. This has meant 
redtape, delay, and Federal bureaucratic 
control. Mr. Chairman, I am supporting 
the Quie amendment because it calls for 
all programs to be administered through 
a single State plan submitted by the State 
educational agency and approved by the 
U.S. Commissioner of Education. In this 
way each State would be able to estab
lish its own priorities and organize its 
programs in those specific areas covered 
by the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act, according to the needs of 

which only they are so dramatically 
aware. 

Meanwhile, let me emphasize that un
der the Quie amendment, no State would 
get less money than it would under the 
bill as reported by the Education and 
Labor Committee. Also, it would in no 
way interfere with the delicate balance 
between aid to public and private schools. 

In essence, the Quie bill does only one 
thing: it gives the State priority in set
ting up its own programs as against the 
Federal Commissioner of Education. 

As for my State of Washington, Mr. 
Chairman, under the Quie amendment, 
as I am told, if the budget request is 
fully funded we would get $22,686,216. 
Under the committee bill, on the other 
hand, I believe the State would only re
ceive $18,046,806. That is figuring that 
both allocations would be on the same 
basis; namely, of the President's budget 
request. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. ESCH]. 

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, previous 
gentlemen from New York have indi
cated that the Quie amendment would 
not bring equity into title I. May I sug
gest the following figures to point out 
that there will not now be equity in deal
ing with deprived children under the 
H.R. 7819. 

Let us examine the States of Kentucky 
and New York as a case in point. 

First of all, in Kentucky, according to 
the census, we have 282,000 school-age 
children in families with incomes under 
$3,000, and in New York we have 374,000 
school-age children with family incomes 
under $3,000. 

Under the committee bill, under title 
I, in 1968 Kentucky will receive $33 mil
lion and New York will receive $174 mil
lion. 

So, Kentucky has two-thirds the num
ber of poor children that New York has, 
but New York gets over five times as 
much money next year under the com
mittee bill. Surely this is not equity. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate marks a 
crossroads in the future of American 
education and indeed will serve as a sign
post as we look toward the solutions of 
the seventies. For the question before us 
is a basic one-will we continue to cen
ter policymaking in education programs 
in the hands of Federal administrators 
or can we mold a creative cooperative ap
proach utilizing Federal, State, and local 
agencies, both public and private? 

The people of our Nation made their 
voice clear on this issue last November 
when they rejected the present admin
istration's policies. The people spoke out: 
they put their faith in "proximity gov
ernment." They spoke out in the belief 
that that government is best which is 
closest to the people. The people spoke 
last November and expressed their firm 
belief that the programs and ideas of 
the 1930's and 1940's and 1950's and 
1960's will not be adequate to meet the 
problems of the 1970's. 

The people spoke out and said, "Cen
tralism will not work. While the Fed
eral Government has a responsibility to 
fund, coordinate, and maintain basic 
standards for programs, it simply cannot 
and should not do all." That is why a 
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new structure must be developed, so that 
State and local unity can be strengthened 
and developed to serve effectively the 
educational needs of our Nation. That is 
why we must turn away from the pro
liferation process to a program involving 
proximity decisions. 

The Quie amendments, and also to a 
certain extent the Green amendments, do 
exactly this. They recognize that the 
Federal Government must encourage and 
fully employ State and local governments 
in the educational program. They recog
nize that the State and local govern
ments must not be allowed to decay be
cause the Federal Government has 
usurped all their power and initiative. 
Indeed, only through the sensible use of 
State and local governmental structures 
can we avoid ever-continuing centraliza
tion of power in the Federal Govern
ment and the ever-increasing burdens of 
Federal paperwork, Federal regulations, 
and Federal redtape on local school sys
tems. 

Let · me make clear what the Quie bill 
does not do. It does not in any way de
prive private and parochial schools of 
Federal funding and aid. In fact, it ex
pands that aid considerably. Secondly, 
the Quie amendment does not, in any 
way, change the application of civil 
rights standards in the distribution of 
aid. In fact, it seems likely by recent 
administration maneuvering that it is 
their bill, not ours, that will soften the 
application of civil rights standards. 

These two issues, civil rights and aid to 
parochial schools, were resolved in 
previous Congresses. It has been clearly 
the sense of the Congress that in dealing 
with deprived children, private and 
parochial schools should be involved just 
as public schools. It has been even more 
clearly the will of the Nation that civil 
rights standards be strictly and equally 
enforced. The Quie amendment does not 
raise these issues--it confirms and sup
ports the previous sense of Congress. 

No, these are not the issues, no matter 
what type of authoritarian ammunition 
may be thrown up to cloud the real ques
tions. The issues here are new ones; they 
are issues of strengthening the States; 
they are issues of unnecessary Federal 
control over local educational initiatives. 
They are the issues of continuing cen
tralism--or creating a new structure to 
resolve the problems of the seventies--a 
structure employing the principle of 
proximity government. The people spoke 
last November-may their voice be 
echoed this week on this floor. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD]. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, I wanted to ask ,a question at the 
time the gentleman who preceded me in 
the well, the gentleman from Michigan, 
was making his speech. I did not have 
the chance to do that, and I do not see 
him on the floor at this time. He w.as 
using figures that the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. QuiE] had used more 
than once in the RECORD and in press re
leases. These figures make the alloca
tion and determination on the b,asis of 
a full funding something in excess of $3 
billion rather than the actual amount of . ' 

money that everybody in this Congress 
~xpects we will be spending under this 
bill. 

There is considerable difference in the 
way the figures . have been put into the 
RECORD in the past, because the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. QmEJ uses 
our figures on the basis of actual expend
itures and experience in the distribution 
of these funds, and he uses a guess with 
respect to what his formula might do in 
1969. 

It might be expected that, from what 
the gentleman had to say with regard to 
the Quie amendment, any of us from 
Michigan who opposed that amendment 
and similar amendments that the gentle
woman ·from · Oregon [Mrs. GREEN] is 
offering to title III would really be com
mitting some sort of political suicide. 
If you believe the mathematic.al gymnas
tics they are indulging in on the other 
side of the aisle, it looks like we are will
ing to take a great deal of money from 
our State and to give it to some other 
state. I have worked very diligently on 
my committee to protect Michigan from 
such a raid. we did it successfully in 1965 
and again in 1966 when Members on the 
floor attempted to take money from the 
State of Michigan, which, in my opinion, 
receives less than its fair share, and to 
give it to other States. I am being con
sistent in supporting the administra
tion's proposals in the committee bill at 
this time. 

The statement made by the gentleman 
with regard to the great benefits to my 
great State of Michigan are without 
foundation. With regard to the idea of 
local control, I would like to submit that 
in our State of Michigan there would 
probably be as much resentment toward 
the idea of going to the State office of 
education as there would be in some oth
er parts of the country in coming to 
Washington. In our State we have a 
strong tradition in the idea O·f locally 
elected boards of education. In fact, our 
constitution in a number of instances re
serves to those locally elected boards of 
education specific powers and duties, 
such .as the selection of textbooks, as an 
example. 

What would happen under the pro
posals advanced here, under several 
forms of the Quie amendment, is that for 
the first time in my State there would 
be put into the hands of the centralized 
office of education in our State capital 
decisions that have traditionally by con
stitution, ever since 1835, been reserved 
and preserved to the locally elected 
school boards. I cannot see how anyone 
could claim that they are in favor of 
government close to the people when 
they would take from the school boards 
the right to come to the source of funds 
with specific plans and .give that power 
to a State officer. State officials have not 
heretofore been able to interfere between 
the school boards and the source of 
funds in that fashion. 

The 89th Congress, which President 
Johnson has called the Education Con
gress, took a major step in assnring 
quality and equality in the education of 
our Nation's children when it passed the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. The past 2 years have pro-

vided overwhelming evidence of the suc
cesses of the various programs author
ized by the act. Our hopes have been 
more than fulfilled. 

When the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act was passed, Congress 
voted only a 1-year authorization for its 
programs. We felt that such a major 
Federal commitment to the cause of 
quality education deserved close and 
continuing congressional attention, to 
assure that our tradition of State and 
local control of education was main
tained. Last year, in considering the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education 
Amendments of 1966, our committee was 
impressed with the achievements of our 
country's schools in the portion of the 
year that funds have been available to 
them. We recommended, and the Con
gress approved, a 2-year extension of 
the act's authorization, through fiscal 
year 1968. 

In the Elementary and Secondary Ed
ucation Amendments of 1967, as intro
duced, no further extension of the au
thorization was proposed. But several 
days of testimony before the full com
mittee convinced us of the wisdom of 
extending the life of the act through 
fiscal year 1969 at this time. There were 
two major reasons for this decision: 

First. School officials across the coun
try have testified to the difficulties they 
face in adjusting their educational plan
ning to Federal authorization and ap
propriations schedules. The school year 
runs from September to June; unless in 
the early spring school authorities know 
how much money is going to be available 
to them for the next school year, or have 
some idea of the amount, they are unable 
to hire the best teachers and plan the 
best programs. Although this extension 
will not guarantee the amounts to be 
available for elementary and secondary 
education ·for the next 2 fiscal years, it 
will act as a Federal commitment to the 
program's continuation and will pro
vide our school districts with some basis 
on which to plan. 

Second Programs conducted under 
this act have made a substantial favor
able impact on our Nation's educational 
systems. The strides made toward the 
achievement of quality education for all 
children, in my opinion, thoroughly jus
tify the continuation of this Federal 
promise to the schoolchildren of our 
country. 

Briefly let me describe the purpose of 
each title of the act which we propose 
to amend, and why it must be continued 
in the coming years. 

Title I of the act provides for grants 
to local educational agencies, through 
State departments of education, to estab
lish programs to meet the needs of edu
cationally disadvantaged children, the 
children of the urban slum and the re
mote rural area. Last year an estimated 
8.3 million deprived children benefited 
from these programs, conducted by more 
than 17 ,ooo school districts in all 50 
States, the District of Columbia, Guam, 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific. 

The programs conducted by local 
schools across the country recognized the 
close link between poverty and educa-
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tional failure. Almost 5 percent of title 
I funds were spent on food and health 
servipes for children whose prior efforts 
to learn had been hampered by hunger 
and poor health. Past learning gaps were 
also met, as two-thirds of the funds spent 
the first year for instruction were spent 
on language, arts, and remedi·al reading, 

For the second year, school districts 
experienced some difficulty in hiring the 
specialists necessary for the successful 
conduct of some programs for the dis
advantaged. It is my hope that Teacher 
Corps members, specially trained in edu
cation of deprived children, may allevi
ate this personnel shortage to some de
gree. Many school districts utilized 
teacher aides in their programs, thus 
freeing highly trained teachers for more 
professional duties. In our report, the 
committee applauded this use of subpro
fessionals and urged their increased uti
lization. In a time of manpower shor:t
age in the education professions, special 
training for professional staff, use of sub
professional teacher aides, and new re
cruitment methods are absolutely essen
tial. 

Let me give you some examples of in
novative title I programs implemented by 
the States last year: 

Children in New York City remained 
in school three afternoons a week for 
special remedial instruction. Tutors were 
on hand to help them with their home
work, and the library was open for 
browsing. 

In the State of Kentucky, a 2-week, 
tuition-free university workshop in 
human relations was conducted for 176 
public and nonpublic school teachers, 
and a 2-day orientation session was held 
for new teachers from inner city schools. 

A Pennsylvania community put col
lege juniors and seniors to work as class
room aides. They assisted regular staff 
members by providing small group in
struction in reading, and were especially 
helpful in encouraging failing secondary 
students to achieve passing grades and 
stay in school. 

In one summer project in a rural 
South Dakota town, buses were con
verted into classrooms. A teacher drove 
the bus to the farms where the children 
were living and gave individual and 
small-group instruction in basic skills. 

Such accomplishments fully justify ex
tension of the title through :fiscal year 
1969. However, the committe~ was greatly 
concerned that budget estimtes and ap
propriations were inadequate to enable 
the distribution formula to operate equi
tably. The title I formula authorizes $1,-
363,962,696 for fiscal year 1967; only $1,-
053,410,000 was appropriated. For fiscal 
year 1968, the act provides for a substan
tial increase in payments to local educa
tional agencies, principally because the 
low-income factor increases from $2,000 
to $3,000 and because half the national 
average per pupil expenditure will be 
used in formula computation for those 
States whose per pupil expenditures are 
below the national average. 

Therefore, if the formula were fully 
funded for fiscal year 1968, $2,442,337,720 
would need to be appropriated; the 
budget estimate for the fiscal year is $1.2 
b1llion, or about half. If the 1966 amend
ments were to go into effect 1n fiscal year 

1968, many local school districts would 
suffer severe cutbacks in funds. Since one 
of the unique aspects of title I is its local 
educational agency eligibility for funds, 
which assures program continuity from 
year to year, implementation of the 
amended formula would be self-defeat
ing. For this reason, the committee rec
ommends an amendment which would 
prevent the use of the $3,000 low-income 
factor and national average expenditure 
unless funds are appropriated to fully 
fund and implement the formula, includ
ing those specific changes. 

The second part of the law-title II
provides funds for textbooks, library 
books, and other instructional materials. 
There can be no doubt that many of our 
Nation's schools have desperate need for 
such books. When title II was passed, 
more than two out of three public ele
mentary schools had no libraries at all, 
and more than eight out of 10 lacked 
trained librarians. Public schools spent 
an average of $2.28 per pupil per year on 
books, well below the recommended pro
fessional standards of $4 to $6. 

Title II has gone far to meet these 
needs. State plans indicate that 49 mil
lion students and 1.9 million teachers in 
public and nonpublic elementary schools 
now have access to books and materials 
acquired with Federal assistance. 

Since title II is operated on a State 
plan basis, 5 percent, or a minimum of 
$50,000, of each State's allotment is avail
able to cover administrative expenses. 
State educational agencies are making 
imaginative use of these funds, using 
them to conduct workshops, to provide 
consultant services, and to prepare publi
cations for inservice teacher education in 
selecting and utilizing instructional ma
terials. In addition, 13 States are de
veloping instructional materials centers 
for demonstration and evaluation, and 
19 States have added school library 
supervisors to their staffs. 

Last year the Congress added two new 
groups of children-Indian children 1n 
schools operated by the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs of the Department of the Interior 
and children in overseas dependent 
schools operated by the Department of 
Defense. These provisions received only 
a 1-year authorization. Therefore, we 
recommend that they be extended 
through fiscal year 1969, consistent with 
the rest of the act. 

Title III of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act provides for sup
plementary educational centers and 
services. This title has two purposes: 
first, to stimulate and assist in the pro
vision of vitally needed educational serv
ices not otherwise available in a district's 
schools in sufficient quantity and quality, 
and second, to develop exemplary edu
cational programs to serve as models for 
regular school programs. Since the title's 
enactment, in 1965, more than 4,000 pro
posals have been submitted by 9,000 
school districts. The Commissioner of 
Education, acting upon recommenda
tions of the States · and educational ex
perts, approved 1,202 proposals costing 
$89 million. These programs have 
reached nearly 10 million public and 
nonpublic school pupils, 93,000 preschool 
children, 250,000 out-of-school youth, 
255,000 ciassroom teachers, and 131,000 
parents and other adults. 

Typical of the ilmovative projects sup
ported under title m in the past 2 years 
are these examples: 

In Louisville, Ky., a diagnostic and 
treatment center for a three-county area 
will provide visitation, corrective health, 
and welfare services, psychological serv
ices, remedial programs, and consulta
tive followup, psychiatric, and educa
tional services. 

In Portland, Oreg., six elementary 
schools will develop and operate a 29-
acre farm to provide city children who 
are poterutial dropouts with a variety of 
agricultural activities as an integral part 
of their formal studies. 

In Medicine Lodge, Kans., a borrowed 
2-ton truck trailer and van, specially 
equipped for year-round air condition
ing and with a sound system, lighting, 
and wiring, will be converted into a 
mobile museum to take paintings, sculp
ture, graphic arts, ceramics, and ex
amples of allied arts from the Wichita 
Art Museum to 16,000 children in 13 uni
fied school districts of nine counties. 

The State educational agencies are to 
be commended for the outstanding job 
they have done in reviewing and rec
ommending project approvals. Testi
mony heard before the committee pro
vided convincing evidence that the Of
fice of Education gives major considera
tion to their recommendations. Indeed, 
several States with strong State educa
tion agencies have developed comprehen
sive State plans for title III centers and 
services, and in these States such plans 
were given prime consideration in proj
ect approval. It is my earnest hope that 
eventually, partially through the assist
ance of title V, all State educational 
agencies will be able to undertake this 
resP9nsibility. 

Only one amendment to title m is pro
posed. Last Year we again amended the 
title to provide for participation of Indian 
children in BIA schools and of children 
in DOD overseas schools. Like the provi
sion in title II, this received only a 1-year 
authorization. We recommend the provi
sion's extension through fiscal year 1969, 
consistent with the authorization for the 
rest of the title. 

Title V of the act-designed to 
strengthen the capabilities of State edu
cational agencies-may eventually prove 
to be the act's most important title. 
When the title was passed in 1965, the 
committee heard repeated testimony con
cerning the woeful inadequacies of many 
State departments of education. Years of 
Federal programs of assistance to ele
mentary and secondary education, with 
funds made available for staffing at the 
State level, had thrown the staffing pat
terns of many State agencies badly out of 
balance. The States responded eagerly 
to the challenge of 'title V-a challenge 
to assess their own weaknesses and to de
velop programs to strengthen themselves. 
During the first year, they attempted to 
fill 1,800 positions in State departments 
of education. Unfortunately, the lack 
of trained personnel which plagues all 
our education programs again proved the 
bottleneck; only 1,000 persons were hired, 
522 of them professional. 

We are proposing an amendment to the 
formula by which 85 percent of title V 
funds are presently distributed. The cur-
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rent formula discriminates against 
smaller and more sparsely populated 
States, which may be among the neediest, 
since it is based strictly on public school 
enrollment. To correct this inequity, the 
committee recommends a change in the 
allotment formula: of the funds available 
for allocation among the States, 40 per
cent will be allotted equally and the re
maining 60 percent will be allotted on 
the basis of public school enrollment. 

The committee is also recommending a 
new part B to title V, which will allow 
States to conduct systematic, compre
hensive, long-range planning. The States 
indicated that they wanted to use title V 
funds to plan educational programs; 
however, other needs were seen to be 
more pressing, and the amount of money 
available was insufficient to plan effec
tively. Therefore, we have added a new 
part to title V specifically for such long
range planning. States will be able to 
use their allocation to set educational 
goals, establish priorities, and to plan 
means of achieving goals. Seventy-five 
percent of the funds under this part 
would be allocated according to the fol
lowing formula: 40 percent would be allo
cated equally among the States and 60 
percent would be allocated on the basis 
of the State's population. The remaining 
25 percent would be reserved to the Com
missioner of Education for special proj
ects grants and contracts, in most in
stances of a multi-State or regional 
nature. 

Since a new part has been added to 
title V, the committee recommends a 
change in the authorization, making $65 
million available for fiscal year 1968 and 
$80 million for fiscal year 1969. Of the 
total authorization, 70 percent would be 
spent for programs designed to 
strengthen State educational agencies--
the present title V-and 30 percent would 
be available for the new program of com
prehensive educational planning. 

Title VI of the act-providing special 
programs for the education of handi
capped children-was added last year. 
The Ad Hoc Subcommittee on the Handi
capped, which the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CAREY] headed, heard testi
mony from numerous witnesses on the 
pressing needs for personnel recruit
ment, training and program support, and 
research in the area of education of the 
handicapped. The Congress added title 
VI specifically to meet these needs. 

It is estimated that 300,000 teachers 
and other professional personnel specifi
cally trained for work with handicapped 
children will be needed within the next 
decade; at present there are only 70,000. 
Therefore, we propose a nationwide re
cruitment and information dissemina
tion effort designed to attract people into 
the profession. An .authorization of $1 
million is proposed to support such activ
ities during fiscal year 1968. 

Another major problem in the area 
of education of the handicapped is the 
identification of handicapping condi
tions. All too many children needlessly 
fail to learn because of unidentified 
physical or mental handicaps. Therefore, 
the committee recommends establish
ment of regional resource centers, de
signed to test and evaluate the needs of 

handicapped children and to develop 
educational programs to meet these 
needs, with an authorization of $7;5 mil
lion for fiscal year 1968. 

One of the most successful existing 
Federal programs in the area of special 
education is the captioned films for the 
deaf program. This program has four 
major components: research, produc
tion of films, dissemina·tion, and training. 
We propose expansion of this highly suc
cessful program for all handicapping 
conditions, with an additional author
ization of $1 million for the expanded 
program for fiscal year 1968. 

The committee has also proposed a 
change in Public Law 88-164, to allow 
the Commissioner of Education to con
tract with private educational or re
search agencies and organizations. This 
change would allow the research pro
gram to take advantage of the expertise 
of private as well as public · educational 
and research agencies and organizations. 

The committee also recommends that 
the National Teacher Corps program be
come a special part of title I of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
It would be extended through fiscal year 
1969, with authority to enable a teacher
intern who began his practical and aca
demic training during fiscal year 1969 
to continue his program for one more 
year. The authorizations for recruit
ment, enrollment, and training of 
Teacher Corps members will be con
tained in separate legislation dealing 
with the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1967. 

The committee heard repeated testi
mony emphasizing the great successes 
the Teacher Corps has enjoyed during 
the past year. School official after school 
official bore witness to the efficacy of 
Teacher Corpsmen employed in his 
school. Today, 1,213 Teacher Corps mem
bers, experienced teachers and teacher
interns, are engaged in service in 275 
schools .in 111 school systems. They spend 
part of each week working in a school 
which has requested their services, and 
part of the week at a nearby university 
working toward their master's degrees. 
The training they receive will make them 
specialists in the education of disadvan
taged children, a new curriculum for 
many of our Nation's teacher tr.aining 
institutions. Repeatedly, the committee 
heard evidence from deans of education 
that they now look to their Teacher 
Corps programs as a means of testing 
new concepts of teacher training. 

Since members of the Teacher Corps 
work in elementary and secondary 
schools across the country, the commit
tee made their legislative authority for 
such work part of the Elementary and 
Secondar.y Education Act, a new part B 
to title I. In addition, several amend
ments to the existing Teacher Corps au
thority were adopted: 

Teacher-interns are now paid at the 
lowest rate for a full-time teacher paid 
by the school system in which they teach. 
To assure that no corpsman will receive 
a financial windfall, the committee pro
poses that they be paid at such rate, or 
at the rate of $75 per week plus $15 per 
dependent, whichever is lower. 

State educational agency approval of 

the local educational agency's request 
for Corps members would be required. 

Teacher Corps members could be as
signed to a migrant group not in a regu
lar school, if the number of children 
made it feasible and if the children were 
being taught by a public or other non
profit agency. This will allow Corps 
members to serve some of our country's 
most disadvantaged children, children 
they were formerly unable to teach be
cause they were not regularly enrolled in 
a school. 

Corps members would be permitted, 
under a committee amendment, to teach 
in schools operated by the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs. Again, these children 
suffer extreme educational deprivation 
and could well benefit from the special
ized services provided by Teacher Corps 
members. 

We also recommend that the "local 
control" section be amended to make 
clear what has always been Teacher 
Corps practice--that no corpsman may 
be assigned to a local educational agency 
unless the agency finds the corpsman 
acceptable. 

To support the portion of Teacher 
Corps activity which is part B of title I
the making of grants to local educational 
agencies to enable such agencies to uti
lize teaching teams in the elementary and 
secondary school systems---the commit
tee recommends an authorization of $21 
million for fiscal year 1968 and $25 mil-

. lion for fiscal year 1969. 
In addition, the committee proposes 

several technical amendments to Public 
Laws 815 and 874-assistance to fed
erally impacted areas. The definition of 
"Federal property" used in both laws is 
amended to make it clear that property 
taxes paid on any interest in Federal 
property are also to be deducted from a 
local educational agency's entitlement. 
The disaster provisions authorized by 
Public Law 89-313, providing special re
lief to school districts experiencing ma
jor disasters, would be extended through 
fiscal year 1972. Relief would also be au
thorized in cases where construction of 
public school facilities is made necessary 
because of the destruction of private 
school facilities which will not be re
placed. 

Other technical amendments would 
modify present requirements for eligi
bility for disaster relief with respect to 
the amount of local effort required and 
the minimum damage involved; the 
amendments would change the level of 
restoration to the level of education pro
vided during the disaster, thereby taking 
into account a district's improvement of 
its educational system. Disaster relief 
would be extended to technical, voca
tional, and other special schools operated 
by public agencies other than local edu
cational agencies; these schools current
ly are not eligible for assistance if de
stroyed or damaged by a major disaster. 

In conclusion, I want to emphasize 
that th.e progress made under the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
is only a beginning of efforts to provide 
quality educational opportunities to all. 
As President Johnson said in his recent 
message on health and education, we 
have quite a job ahead of us---"to solve 
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old problems, to create new institutions, 
to fulfill the potential of each individual 
in our land." The programs we discuss 
today will do much to achieve these goals. 
FUNDS FOR SCHOOLS UNDER THE QUIE PROPOSAL 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Members of 
this body are aware of what they are 
voting for when they consider the Quie 
formula. 

By September of 1968, school districts 
will be notified of allocations of Federal 
funds for the support of their programs. 

In the event the Quie proposal is 
adopted by the House and under the 
further assumption that such a maneu
ver does not thereby kill Federal aid to 
education-just before the November 
elections in 1968, each school district in 
the Nation will presumably receive notice 
from its State department of education 
just how that agency proposes to make 
distribution to it of the Federal funds. 

Let us not deceive ourselves. The Quie 
formula contains drastic cuts for some 
States, and even in those States which 
would receive no less funds than under 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act, the distribution within each 
State of funds to local school districts 
will be drastically altered. Many thou
sands of ·school districts will lose money 
for ongoing programs, though others will 
obviously gain. 

Will the school districts of your con
gressional district gain or lose by the 
Quie proposal? You will get the answer 
to that question when the State makes 
its distribution for the school term be
ginning just before the November 1968 
elections. 

This is not true in the case of the 
formula for distribution of funds under 
title I of ESEA containing the bulk of 
Federal funds for elementary and sec
ondary schools, $2,400,000,000 of them 
under the committee authorizations. Un
der the committee formula in title I the 
U.S. Office of Education does not make a 
distribution of the funds. The State de
partment of education does not make a 
distribution of the funds. You, the Mem
bers of this body, the Congress of the 
United States, determine the entitlement 
for every county in the United States for 
the $2.4 billion authorized for distribu
tion to local educational agencies under 
title I. 

The U.S. Office of Education cannot 
alter or change this distribution. The 
State department of education cannot 
alter or change this distribution. 

The formula for distributing funds un
der title I of the act as extenderl by the 
committee bill is uniform in its applica
tion throughout the United States. It has 
been in operation for 2 years and pre
serves the continuity of school programs 
designed to target Federal moneys into 
school districts that need it most to meet 
the needs of children who need the bene
fits of the act the most. 

I for one recognize that the Quie pro
posal has been poorly conceived, even 
more poorly timed, and contains much 
political mischief. 

Under the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, local school districts havt 
been given the primary responsibility for 
policy determination. The Quie proposal 
is not aimed at establishing educational 

policymaking at the grassroots level. It 
seeks to take it away from the local edu
cational agency and firmly establish it in 
State departments of education 

Under title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act as presently 
structured, the primary responsibility for 
local school policy is vested in the local 
educational agency where it belongs. 
Under the existing law, the State educa
tional agency has a responsible role to 
play in approving projects devised by 
local educational agencies. In this con
nection, the only role played by the U.S. 
Office of Education is in the initial under
standing and agreement that it enters 
into with the State educational agency 
to the effect that the State educational 
agency will approve local educational 
agency education projects consistent 
with the congressional mandate con
tained in Public Law 89-10. 

There .was no easy solutions to the 
resolution of the political, the social, and 
the real educational problems connected 
with Federal aid to elementary and 
secondary schools. The Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 evolved 
out of a comprehensive study conducted 
by educators and laymen in seven States 
typifying the educational needs of the 
Nation. 

The proposals and recommendations 
presented by these experts were in turn 
submitted by the administration in 1965 
to the Congress and were followed by 
extensive hearings by both the Senate 
and House committees in an effort to 
carefully direct the programs to the areas 
of greater need and to resolve the con
flicts that had defeated previous efforts 
to enact Federal aid to education. The 
committees of Congress worked out leg
islation which has been widely acclaimed 
by the education community. 

I hope the Members of this body dur
ing the course of this debate will keep 
in mind the welfare of millions of chil
dren who are the beneficiaries of this 
legislation and will not be guided by ex
traneous considerations. I urge the 
Members of this body to overwhelmingly 
reject all the crippling amendments and 
substitutes. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. QUIE. My amendment operates 
the way title II of the ESEA now does 
with respect to textbooks and library re
sources. The State agency there has con
trol. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I am sure 
the gentleman knows the great respect I 
have for him as one of the best techni
cians on the entire Education and Labor 
Committee with respect to the drafting 
of this legislation, but he is just not tell
ing a straight story at this point about 
what the effect of his proposed changes 
would be. 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WlLLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, it must 
be obvious to us all that if States are to 
continue to discharge effectively their 
responsibility for the organization and 
administration of education, State de-

partments of education must play a key 
role in this effort. It, likewise, seems ob
vious that most State departments of 
education must be strengthened con
siderably before they can make the con
tributions that must be expected of them 
in improving State organization and 
administration of education. Such 
strengthening of State departments of 
education was the purpose of title V, 
Public Law 89-10. We now have there
port on the first year of oper·ation under 
this title, and judging by some of the 
results in the States, we can believe that 
the achievements under it will measure 
up to the expectations of the Congress 
when it was enacted. 

In fact, title V of ESEA has produced 
dramatic results. Basic grants under sec
tion 503 of this title have been used to 
add 1,000 members to department of edu
cation staffs. The leadership activities 
and services that were made possible by 
the addition of these staff members are 
too numerous to enumerate here, but 
some examples will provide insights into 
the accomplishments of the State edu
cation departments in responding to the 
challenge. 

Most State departments of education
Improved and updated the competency 

of their State agency personnel by pro
viding such things as training oppor
tunities and professional libraries; 

Initiated or improved programs for 
educational planning, evaluation, and re
search; 

Improved and expanded leadership 
consultative services to local school dis
tricts in improving curriculum, instruc
tion, pupil personnel services, and the 
administration of education; 

Strengthened the internal manage
ment and services of the State education 
agency; 

Strengthened their capacity to develop 
and disseminate information on the 
progress, needs, and condition of educa
tion in the State. Some State education 
departments: 

Set up advisory committees on various 
aspects of education; 

Initiated kindergarten and prekinder
garten leadership activities. 

Among the salutory effects of the title 
V programs has been bringing to the 
attention of the State boards of educa
tion the need for better organization and 
administration of educational programs 
activities. For example, seven of 12 States 
in one geographical area undertook
and several completed-comprehensive 
studies of statewide educational pro
grams for which they were responsible. 

Fifteen major special projects were 
funded at a cost of $2,208,149 in fiscal 
1966 under section 505 of title V, most 
of them designed to run for several years. 
These projects employed 126 profes
sionals and 82 nonprofessionals. Al
though 12 State departments of educa
tion administered these projects, 48 
States participated in one or more of 
them. All 15 projects were designed and 
organized to improve leadership and 
services of State departments of educa
tion. 
STATE COMPREHENSIVE EDUCATIONAL PLANNING 

Mr. Chairman, among the ways the 
State department of education could 
spend its allotment was in the develop

\ 
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ment of a program of comprehensive 
educational planning. 

The States, however, felt the pressure 
of their regulatory functions, the need 
for improvement in administrative capa
bility, and the increased responsibilities 
thrust upon them by new Federal edu
cation programs. As a result~ the over
burdened State educational agencies 
have been unable to mount as organized 
and structured programs of statewide 
educational planning as they deem desir
able. To overcome these difficulties, H.R. 
'7819 creates a new part B to title V ear
marking funds for comprehensive edu
cational planning. 

Systematic educational planning must 
be eneouraged if State departments of 
education are to utilize effectively all 
available resources and to strengthen 
and improve education at all levels of 
government. State education ·agencies 
should be responsible on a statewide 
basis for the conscious selection of edu
cational goals, the analysis of these goals 
from the standpoint of all resources, the 
establishment of priorities among goals, 
the development of ways and means of 
achieving the goals, and the evaluation 
of the entire process from goals to 
achievement. The bill presently under 
consideration would provide Federal ·as
sistance for precisely such activities. 

Title V-B, as set forth in H.R. 7819, 
would establish in State education agen
cies a program of comprehensive educa
tional planning for elementary and 
secondary education throughout the 
State. If a State wishes to include higher 
education in its program of long-range 
planning, it may do so. Either the State 
department of education or a coordinate 
higher education planning agency may 
undertake this function. · 

Seventy-five percent of the funds 
authorized for this part will be allotted 
among the States according to the fol
lowing formula: 40 percent would be 
allotted equally among the States, and 
60 percent would be allotted on the basis 
of the State's population. The remain
ing 25 percent of the authorization 
would be reserved to the Commissioner 
of Education for special project grants 
ansi contracts, which might be of a 
multistate or regional nature. 

H.R. 7819 provides for a total authori
zation for title V of $65 million for fiscal 
year 1968 and $80 million for fiscal year 
1969. Of this sum, 70 percent would be 
spent for programs designed to strength
en State educational agencies-the pres
ent title V-and 30 percent would be 
available to the State educational agen
cies for comprehensive educational plan
ning. 

I do not think anyone here in this 
Chamber will dispute the value of prior 
planning in assuring the wisest possible 
use of funds for education. H.R. 7819 
provides the vehicle for assuring that our 
States are able to plan, by making Fed
eral assistance available to them for such 
a purpose. I urge my colleagues to sup
port this amendment to title V. 

While the effects of title V support 
have been dramatic in a number of cases, 
the task ahead is still great. We have 
still made only a small dent in the total 
need of State departments of education 

for improved leadership and operation. 
Our extension of this title through fiseal 
year 1969 and the additional money and 
capacity for planning being proposed 
under the amendments should take us 
quite a ways toward, the goal of having 
a fully effective educational leadership 
agency in each of our 50 States. This, 
in turn, will assure the maintenance 
of what has sometimes been called cre
ative federalism. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. STEIGER]. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Arkansas. 
. Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair

man, I appreciate the gentleman from 
Wisconsin yielding. I would like to asso
ciate myself with the remarks that have 
been made here this afternoon by the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. QurEJ 
and by others who have been supporting 
him. I would like to compliment the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. EscHJ, 
for the fine statement he just made in 
the well of the House. 

Mr. Chairman, there will be few de
bates within the confines of this Chamber 
that . have more significance than that 
being waged today over the future of 
education in this country. 

The die we cast by our actions will di
rectly affect the direction of this coun
try, perhaps for years to come. Today we 
have an opportunity to improve the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
We can make significant reformations in 
the language and intent of this legisla
tion if we have the willingness to do so. 

The act passed in 1965 has many out
standing provisions. Of its weak spots, 
the degree of Federal Government con
trol and the formula for allocating finan
cial assistance are most important. 

Under the present law, the States re
ceive Federal assistance for their educa
tion program in categorical grants. For 
the States this means applying for grants 
to do specific jobs. The task of applying 
for these grants is ' complicated, costly, 
and time consuming. 

Also under the present law, the for
mula for deciding how much a State may 
obtain is working a hardship on many, 
particularly the poorer States. Under the 
formula for title I funds, the 1960 census 
data is used and payment to the States 
is based on the actual State expenditure 
per child for education. Those States 
that had not been able to have good ed
ucation programs when the present law 
was adopted, are penalized now. They 
find it harder and harder to get ahead 
of the formula's limitations created by 
this title I procedure. 

I will not say that Federal control over 
education is inherently evil. I will say 
it is not efticient nor infallible. I believe 
you will agree with me on this point. 
Th·ere is, at present, a dangerous degree 
of control over education exercised by 
the. U.S. Commissi<mer of Education 
through a multitude of separate regula
tions, applications, justifications, and 
accountings. 

Mr. Chairman, a proposal is before 
this body which would eliminate the 
tveak spots in the present Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. 

These proposals, known as the Quie 
amendment, would substitute "block 
grants" to the States in place of cate
gorical grants. The Quie approach would 
also return the planning of financial dis
tribution to the formula used under the 
National Defense Education Act. This 
formula was used for 9 years and was 
never criticized by the states to the best 
of my knowledge. 

Under the· proposal offered by the 
honorable gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. QurEJ, Arkansas would be able to 
plan and administer its own education 
program. While I can only speak for 
Arkansas, I am fully confident that the 
people of Arkansas are capable of plan
ning and administering a program of 
education suitable for ·the education of 
their children. We in Arkansas often feel 
we need advice and we seek it when this 
occurs. But, we would prefer to be able 
to g~t advice from the Commissioner of 
Education and not commands or direc
tives. The Federal Government would 
retain authority to assure fair and equi
table distribution of moneys to benefit all 
schoolchildren in all States and school 
districts. · 

I have been somewhat distressed by 
the opinions that have been uttered 
about the effects the Quie amendment 
would produce. Some people have sug
gested that the States would not receive 
as much assistance under this proposal 
as under the current law. There have 
also been views that indicated private 
school students would be hurt by the 
enactment of the .amendment. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
QurEJ has assured this body that his 
amendment contains a specific provision 
that prohibits any State from receiving 
less money than it receives under the 
current law of titles I, II, III, and V. 

The gentleman has also assured this 
body that private school students would 
be treated the same under his amend
ment as under the present law. 

If we adopt the proposals being offered· 
by our colleague from Minnesota, we will 
also solye the problems created by the 
current distribution formula. Under the 
new proposal, we would return to the 
successful National Defense Education 
Act formula. The poorer States will then 
be able to make headway toward their 
goal of improving education quality for 
their students. 

The opinions I express today are not 
solely mine. I have been in constant con
tact with the Arkansas Education Com
missioner, Mr. Arch Ford. 

I have also received a large number 
of letters from school ofticials through
out my district and the State of Ar
kansas. These experts in the field of 
education have assured me of the prefer
ence of the proposal made by the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Following is a letter from Mr. Arch 
Ford on May 2 of this year: 
Hon. JOHN PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. HAMMERSCHMIDT: I know that 
you are aware that the present formula 1n 
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the Elementary and Second1axy Ed.ucrution 
Act provides a payment of $129.64 for each 
poor child counted in Mississippi, $140.00 
for each child counted in Arkansas, and 
$393.14 for each child counted in New York. 
Such inequity in the distribution of federal 
funds for education almost beggars descrip
tion. 

The formula proposed in the Quie Amend
ment, beginning in the 1968-69 school year, 
would distribute funds on the same formula 
basis as has been used for several years 1n 
the National Defense Education Act which 
considers the ability of each State to sup
port education, and as a result favors poorer 
States. The Quie formula is by all odds 
the most equitable formula yet proposed for 
use in the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act of 1965, as amended. Any federal 
legislation giving financial assistance to edu
cation which distributes $393.14 for eligible 
children in New York, $140.00 in Arkansas, 
and $129.64: in Mississippi, is certainly not 
worthy of continuing on a permanent or 
semipermanent basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Arch Ford 

A. W.FoRD. 

On May 17, the Arkansas State Board 
of Education adopted the following posi
tion on the Quie amendment to the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act: 

The State Board of Education has unani
mously endorsed the Quie Amendment to 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. The Board believes that the primary 
leadership function should rest with the 
states and in the local school districts. 

The Board has considered the Quie Amend
ment in light of principles involved, anc1 
with no thought in mind of entering into a 
partisan contest. It is the opinion of the 
Board that education is not a partisan mat
ter, but is a fundamental service in which 
all citizens have a legitimate interest. 

The Board believes that federal legislation 
should define purposes and establish floors 
and ceilings on expenditures in the various 
categories. Implementing decisions 1n com
pliance with federal law, and 1n keeping with 
approvable state plans submitted by state 
boards of education, should be a function of 
the states and any other arrangement does 
violence to the fundamental principle of 
staJte ·and local· responslbil1Jty for elementary 
and secondary education. 

In conclusion, I would ask that we all 
remember there is nothing sacred about 
the current law on education. It has 
many good points, but it could be im
proved. I hbpe an openminded consider
ation of this possible alternation in the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act will be forthcoming. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, one of the interesting things 
that has been developed during the 
course of this argument has been the 
question of the present operation of 
ESEA as compared to what might be 
expected under a State plan of opera
tion with the Quie amendment. I wish 
to quote at this time from an attorney 
general's opinion by the Honorable 
Bronson C. La Follette, of the State of 
Wisconsin, dated July 19, 1966, in which 
he says: 

Attorneys General in New York, Kentucky, 
and Nevada have concluded that funds re
ceived by the State under title I of the Fed
eral Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 can retain their character as 
Federal funds and not become subject to 
.State constitutional restrictions. 

In each case the opinion was predicated 
upon the assumption that the Federal funds 

could be kept entirely separate from State 
funds and at no time commingled with 
moneys of the State or of a local subdivi
sion. 

The constitution and statutory provisions 
upon which these conclusions were based, 
however, were different from those in Wis
consin. Our conclusion must be based upon 
Wisconsin law. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to insert this 
whole opinion, so that the Members of 
the House can see that in Wisconsin, 
where there can be no commingling, by 
virtue of the attorney general's opinion, 
the whole question of whether parochial 
or private schools can participate to the 
:fullest extent is answered "no" under the 
present operation of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. In that regard, 
the Quie amendment would be superior 
because of its provision of no comming
ling, so that private and parochial 
schools would have a greater opportunity 
to participate. 

I put into the RECORD last Thursday a 
discussion of the inequitable formula of 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act as it relates to Wisconsin. We 
found that in Wisconsin under· the 
elementary and secondary education 
amendments in this bill we would get 
$26.5 million, and under the Quie amend
ment we would get $35.6 million, assum
ing an appropriation of $1.58 billion as 
recommended by the President. 

Such in formula inequities are an
other reason for reconsidering the hasty 
action in extending into 1969 the formu
las passed for fiscal year 1968 as sug
gested by the committee. 

I put into the RECORD last Wednesday a 
letter in support of the Quie amendment 
by our State superintendent of public 
instruction, and I am going to insert in 
the REcORD today a letter to the Honor
able GERALD R. FoRD from the Governor 
of the State of Wisconsin, Warren P. 
Knowles, in favor of adopting the Quie 
amendment. . 

I also wish to call to the attention of 
my colleagues a resolution passed unani
mously by the Advisory Council of School 
Administrators of Cooperative Educa
tional Service Agency No. 10, represent
ing 35,817 public school children in Wis
consin, as part of 20 different school dis
tricts, and I am going to quote this reso
lution: 

Whereas the present methOd of distrib
_uting Federal aid on a categorical baSis is 
very cumbersome and inefficient, 

Whereas the impact on children is very 
negligible compared to the amount of money 
being expended, . 

Whereas the present system of Federal aids 
to schools does not allow for local control and 
initiative and causes many problems at the 
local level, 

Whereas shared taxes and general aids dis
tributed on a formula basis through the 
State Department of Public Instruction have 
been most effectual in promoting public 
education: 

Therefore we hereby advise our constitu
tional representatives to work for a change 
in the present system of Federal aid to pub
lic schools. 

It is in response to that kind of request 
on behalf of the schoolchildren and the 
administrators, not only of Wisconsin 
but across the country, that I support the 
Quie amendment. 

When all is said and done and we get 
all of the misinformation about the 
·church-state issue out of the way, the 
basic question comes down to where we 
wish to have our elementary and second
ary educational responsibility lie. Shall 
it rest with local and State school offi
cials or with the Office of Education? I 
for one wish ·to associate myself with the 
remarks of the gentlewoman from Ore
gon when she says there are different 
needs in different areas. I believe that 
local and State school officials are far 
better equipped to know their own needs 
and best judge of their own priorities. 

Lastly, let me call the attention of the 
Committee to the remarks by Dr. James 
B. Conant, a renowned and distinguished 
educator, who said in his latest book, 
"The Comprehensive High School: A 
Second Report to Interested Citizens": 

I believe that a method must be found 
for apportioning to each of the separate 
States a share of funds raised by the Fed
eral income tax, to ·be spent for education 
as each State sees fit. 

I agree. 
Mr. Chairman, the material to which 

I referred above is included herewith: 
THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 

Madison, May 10, 1967. 
Hon. GERALD R. FORD, Jr., 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR JERRY: In response to your telegram 
of May 2, I wired you that I supported the 
Quie Amendment. 

While Federal assistance for educational 
purposes has been most helpful during a 
period when the demands for ·increased ex
penditures have been unprecedented, I be
lieve that the time has now come to restore 
the management and allocation of funds for 
this purpose to the staJtes. Oa.tegoricaJ aids 
tend to establish priorities; they require 
time-consuming preparation of specific pro
posals; they may not be geared to the state's 
greatest needs, and they have the effoot of 
placing the management of the state's edu

·cational program in Washington, D.C. 
The people of Wis·consin have.· always ac

cepted their responsibilities for the educa
tion of their youth as a state function. 

The major purposes of Federal aid to edu
cation can best be achieved by setting up a 
system of block grants which will be admin
istered through appropriate agenoles within 
the state. For these reasons, I support the 
Quie Amendment and hope that 1-t will prove 
to be a first step toward tax sharing. Any 
Federal funds that Wisconsin may receive 
under the block grant proposal wm be used 
to strengthen those parts of our educ~tional 
program that are in greatest need and will 
not be used simply as a device to shift state 
responsi-bility to the Federal Government. 

I trust that you will keep us informed of 
the bill's progress and that it may be enaoted 
into law during this session. 

Yours truly, 
WARREN P. KNOWLES, 

Governor. 

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
OFFICE OF ATrORNEY GENERAL, 

Madison, July 19, 1966. 
Mr. WILLIAM C. KAHL, 
State Superintendent, 
Department of PUblic Instruction, 
Madison, Wis. · 

DEAR MR. KAHL: You have asked my opin
ion regarding the s·tate's participation in the 
federal aid to education program established 
by the Fedefl'lal Elementary and Secondary 
Ed.uoaJtion Act of 1965. More specifically you 
ask whether payments to a school district by 
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the State Department of Public Instruction, 
from funds in the state treasury received 
from the federal goyernment undel;" Title I 
of the Federal Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, violate Article I, Sec
tion 18 of the Wisconsin Constitution if the 
money is used in part to pay the salary of a 
public school teacher who is sent into a pa
rochial school to teach. 

Article I, Section 18 of the Wisconsin Con
stitution provides in part: "• • • nor shall 
any money be drawn from the treasury for 
the benefit of religious societies, or religious 
or theological seminezlee." 

No stalte has a more comprehensive consti
tutional ban agaJ.nst aid to religious institu
tions. In State ex rel. Reynolds v. Nusbaum 
(1962), 17 Wis. (2d) 148,165 the Wisconsin 
Supreme Court said: 

"• • • In State ex reZ. Weiss, supra, this 
court stalted (p. 207) : 

"'Wisconsin, as one of the later states ad
mitted into the Union, having before it the 
experience of others, and probably in view 
of its heterogeneous population, . . . has, in 
her organic law, probably furnished a more
complete bar to any preference for, or dis
crimination against, any religious sect, or
ganization, or society than any other state 
in the Union.' 

"Thus, we deem that the First amendment 
provision, which prohibits laws 'respecting 
an establishment of religion,' lends itself to 
more fiexib111ty of interpretation than the 
provision contained in the last clause of sec. 
18, art. I of the Wisconsin constitution. • • •" 

Religious societies and theological semi
naries include parochial elementary and se.c
ondary schools. State ex. rel. Weiss v. District 
BoartL (1890), 76 Wis. 177, 215. The next 
question is whether paying the salary of a 
public school teacher who is sent into a 
parochial school to teach is a •'benefit" to the 
parochial school within the meaning of that 
term as used in Article I, Section 18. The 
meaning of "benefit" in this context was 
discussed at length in State ex. rel. Reynolds 
v. Nusbaum, supra. The statute involved in 
that case was framed, as is this one, to 
evince a legislative intention to benefit the 
parochial school pupils rather than the paro
chial school. In discussing this Issue the 
court said at pages 160-161: 

"The legislature, in enacting ch. 648, en
titled it, 'An Act to amend 40.53(1) and 
40.56(3) of the statutes, relating to the 
safety and welfare of all school pupils in the 
states.' The attorney general argues that this 
act is sustainable on the basis that the trans
portation of parochial school pupils would 
promote their health and welfare. It could 
also pe a:t:gued with equal plauslbillty that a 
direct grant in aid of public funds to paro
chial schools promotes the general welfare of 
the pupils of such schools because It aids In 
their education. In passing on the constitu
tionality of legislation as to whether it vio
lates the particular prohibition of sec. 18, 
art. I, Wisconsin constitution, courts are not 
foreclosed by a legislative declaration that 
the act is in furtherance of some facet of the 
prom~tion of the public welfare valid In it
self, if the effect of the questioned act would 
in fact violate such prohibition had there 
been no legislative declaration of Its purpose 
included in the title or body of the act. • • *" 

Paying the salary of a teacher who teaches 
in a parochial school is a benefit to that 
school. That It also benefits the children at
tending the school does not mean that the 
payment escapes the constitutional prohibi
tion. The benefit conferred by paying a teach
er's salary to teach in a parochial school is 
not one of that class of benefits, such as po
llee and fire protection, which is permissible 
under the Wisconsin Constitution. It is a 
benefit indistinguishable in principle from 
furnishing bus transportation which was held 
unconstitutional in State ex rel. Reynolds v. 
Nusbaum, supra. 

The payment described in your letter is 

, "for the benefit of religious societies, or re
ligious or theological seminaries." The re
maining question under Article I, Section 18 
of the Wisconsin Constitution is whether the 
payment is also "money drawn from the 
treasury." If so it is unconstitutional. 

Attorneys General in New York, Kentucky 
and Nevada have concluded that funds re
ceived by the state under Title I of the Fed
eral Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 can retain their character as 
federal funds and not become subject to 
state constitutional restrictions. 

In each case the opinion was predicated 
upon the assumption that the federal funds 
could be kept entirely separate from state 
funds and at no time commingled with 
moneys of the state or of a local subdivision. 

The constitutional and statutory provisions 
upon which these conclusions were based, 
however, were different from those in Wis
consin. Our conclusion must be based upon 
Wisconsin law. 

Wisconsin has specific statutory provisions 
regarding the way in which federal funds 
are received and handled by the state. See 
sees. 16.54, 20.550 (68), 20.650 and 20.951 (1), 
Wise. Stats., which are contro111ng here. The 
pertinent portions of those statutes read as 
follows: 

"20.650 Public instruction department. 
There is appropriated to the state depart
ment of public instruction for the following 
programs: 

"(1) EDUCATIONAL AND AUXILIARY SERVICES 
TO LOCAL SCHOOLS. (a) General program op
erations. The amounts in the schedule for 
educational and auxiliary services to local 
schools, including the matching of federal 
funds available under the national defense 
education act. · ... . . 

"(m) Federal aitLs. ·All federal moneys re
ceived as authorized by the governor under 
s. 16.54 to carry out the purposes of the pro
gram." 

"16.54 Acceptance of federal funds. ( 1) 
Whenever the United States government 
shall make available funds for the educa
tion, the promotion of health, the relief of 
indigency, the promotion of agriculture or 
for any other purpose other than the ad
ministration of the tri'be.l or any individual 
~unds of Wisconsin Indians, the governor on 
behalf of the state is authorized to accept the 
funds so made avallable. In exercising the 
authority herein conferred, the governpr may 
stipulate as a condition of the acceptance 
of the act of congress by this state such con
ditions as in his discretion may be neces
sary to safeguard the interests of the state 
of Wisconsin. 

"(2) Whenever funds shall be made avail
able to the state of Wisconsin through an 
act of congress and acceptance thereof as 
provided in sub. ( 1) , ·the governor shaU des
ignate the state board, com.m.lsslon or de
partment to administer any of such funds, 
and the board, commission or department so 
designated by the governor is hereby author
ized and directed to administer such fund 
for the purpose designated by the act of 
congresS making an appropriation of such 
funds, or by the department of the United 
States government making such funds avail
able to the state of Wisconsin." 

• 
"20.550 (68) FEDERAL FUNDS. Any and all 

funds which may be paid to this state under 
the authority of s. 16.54, shall, upon receipt, 
·be paitL into the state treasury, and the same 
shall be and are appropriated to the state 
board, commission or department designated 
by the governor to administer the same. 
Expenditures of such funds shall be matte 
in the same manner and subject to the laws, 
r11-les antL regulations governing payments 
matte by the state treasury, and further such 
expenditures shall be made in accord with 
federal rules and regulations. If funds made 

available be retained by the government of 
the United States, then the officers and em
ployees of this state designated to administer 
same shall be governed by the act of congres$ 
antL the rules antL regulations of the federal 
government." (Italic added). 

• • • 
"20.951 Receipts and deposits of money; 

procedure; penalties. (1) Unless otherwise 
provided by law, all moneys collected or 
received by each and every officer, board. 
commission, society, or association for or in 
behalf of the state, or which is required by 
law to be turned into the state treasury. 
shall be deposited in or transmitted to the 
state treasury at least once a week and also 
whenever required by the governor, and shall 
be accompanied by a statement in such form 
as the treasurer may prescribe showing the 
amount of such collection, and from whom 
and for what purpose or on what account the 
same was received. All moneys paid, into the 
treasury shall be credited to the general juntL 
unless otherwise specifically provided by law.'~ 
(Italics added.) 

Under· this statutory scheme, federal 
money received under Title I of the Federal 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 is accepted by the Governor under the 
authorization of sec. 16.54, Wis. Stats., and 
must be paid into the state treasury upon 
receipt pursuant to sec. 20.550 (68), Wis. 
Stats. Under sec. 20.951 (1), Wis. Stats. .• 
" [a. )11. mon~ys paid in to the treasury shall 
be credited to the general fund unless other
wise specifically provided by law." The Title 
I funds must, therefore, be paid into the 
general fund. 

Once federal funds are paid into the gen
eral fund they ·become state funds and are 

. subj~t to all of the restrictions imposed 
upon the use of state funds. Democrat Print
ing Co. v. Zimmerman (1944), 245 Wis. 406. 
414. Such funds are, therefore, subject to the 
,limitations imposed by Article I, Section 18 
of the Wisconsin Constitution and may not. 
be expended for the . benefit of parochial 
schools. Since the payment of funds for the 
salary of a teacher who teaches in a parochial 
school is a benefit to that school within the 
meaning of Article I, Section 18 I must con
clude that such payment would violate the 
Wisconsin Constitution. 

This conclusion is also required by the 
language of sec. 2().550 (68), Wis. Stats., pre
scribing the method of handling federal 
funds received under sec. 16.54, Wis. Stats. 
This section provides t~at expenditures of 
federal funds in the state treasury "shall 
be made in the same manner and subject 
to the laws, rules and regulations governing 
payments made by the state treasury, and 
further such expenditures shall be made in 
accord with federal rules and regulations." 
The statute then provides that "[i]f funds 
[are] retained by the government of the 
United States, then (their administration] 
shall be governed by the act of congress and 
the rules and regulations of the federal gov
ernment." The intent of the legislature is 
plain. If the federal funds are put into the 
treasury they are to be treated like state 
funds. If the state rules are to be avoided 
the money must be kept out of the treasury. 

The legislature has clearly stated that 
"unless otherwise specifically provided by 
law" all federal funds received by the state 
are to 'Pe expended subject to limitations 
imposed by state law. If this policy is to be 
changed and federal funds are to be used 
in Wisconsin for purposes which would vio
late the Wisconsin Constitution the legisla
.ture must make that decision. 

This opinion does not mean that the 
State of Wisconsin is unable to participate 
in the federal aid to education program 
established by Title I o! the Federal Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965. Quite the contrary. The State of Wis
consin can participate fully and, I under
stand, your department ls now implementing 
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the program. This opinion concludes only 
that teachers paid from funds from the state 
treasury may not teach in parochial schools. 
Such use of teachers is not required for par
ticipation in the federal program. The perti
nent provisions of the Federal Elementary 
and Secondary Educa.tion Act of 1965 pro
vide as follows (Public Law 89-10, Section 
205): 

"(a) A local educa.tional agency may re
ceive a basic grant or a special incentive 
grant under this title for any fiscal year only 
upon application therefor approved by the 
appropriate State educational agency, upon 
its determination (consistent with such basic 
criteria as the Commissioner may estab
lish)-

"(1) that payments under this title wlll be 
used for programs and projects (including 
the acquisition of equipment and where 
necessary the construction of school facili
ties) (A) which are designed to meet the 
special educational needs of educationally 
deprived children in school attendance areas 
having high concentrations of children from 
low-income families and (B) which are of 
sumcient size, scope, and quality to give 
reasonable promise of substantial progress 
toward meeting those needs, • • • 

"(2) that, to the extent consistent with 
the number of educationally deprived chil
dren in the school district of the local edu
cational agency who are enrolled in private 
elementary and secondary schools, such 
agency has made provision for including 
special educational services and arrange
ments (such as dual enrollment, educational 
radio and television, and mobile educational 
services and equipment) in which such chil
dren can participate;" 

The regulations issued by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare include the 
following: 

"§ 116.19 Participation by children en
rolled in private schools. 

"(a) To the extent consistent with the 
number of educationally deprived children 
in the school district of the local educational 
agency who are enrolled in private elementary 
and secondary schools, the local ed,uca tional 
agency must make provision for including 
special educational services and. arrange
ments (such as dual enrollment, educational 
radio and television, and mobile educational 
services and equipment) in which such chil
dren can participate. • • • 

"(b) The application for each project must 
show the degree and manner of expected 
participation by educationally deprived chil
dren enrolled in private schools in the pro
gram of the local educational agency under 
Title II of the Act. Opportunity for participa
tion on ;the basis of geogmphioa.l area, must 
be substantially comparable to that- with 
respect to children enrolled in public schools 
and the provision for such participation shall 
be designed to be applied, insofar as is prac
ticable, to children enrolled in private schools 
who reside in the areas affected by the pro
gram. • • • 

" (c) Any project to be carried out in pub
lic facilities and involving joint participation 
by child1·en enrolled in private schools and 
children enrolled in public schools shall in
clude such provisions as are necessary to 
avoid classes which are separated by school 
enrollment or religious affiliation of the 
children. 

"(d) Public school personnel may be made 
available to other than public school facil
ities only to provide specialized services 
which the local educational agency deter
mines are designed to meet the special edu
cational ;needs of educationally deprived 
children and only where such specialized 
services are not normally provided by the 
non-public school. • • *" (Italic added). 

These provisions require that a proposal 
for federal funds include plans for assistance 
to pupils in private schools substantially 
comparable to that given public school 

pupils. They do not, however, require that 
the assistance be given by sending public 
school teachers to teach in private schools. 
The requirements in this respect may be ful
filled in other ways such as providing dual 
enrollment or shared time classes in the 
public schools. While the Wisconsin Supreme 
Court has not decided the p-recise question 
whether such classes in the public schools 
are constitutionally permissible, there is a 
strong suggestion in State ex rel. Reynolds v. 
Nusbaum, supra, pp. 159-160, that such pro
grams are constitutional: 

"We have also given consideration to 
whether the benefits, conferred by ch. 648 
upon parochial schools, differ in kind from 
the situation where parochial school pupils 
are permitted to attend cert!l.in specialized 
courses in the public schools. For example, 
it has been brought to our attention that 
pupils of certain parochial schools attend 
manual-training and domestic-science 
classes in the public schools. These parochial 
schools benefit in that they are saved the 
expense of providing the specialized equip
ment required for such courses, and of se
curing teachers trained to teach the same. 
However, let us assume but not decide that 
permitting children, who satisfy the age and 
residence requirements, to secure part of 
their education in the public schools, even 
though at the same time they may be in 
attend!l.nce at parochial schools, does not 
violate sec. 18, art. I, Wisconsin constitution. 
On this hypothesis it might be argued that 
permitting parochial school children to take 
advantage of transportation by public school 
bus, is a use of public school facilities equiv
alent to attendance at manual-training and 
domestic-science classes in the public 
schools. However, the essential difference, 
from a constitutional standpoint, is that 
riding school buses is not an educational ob
jective of the state in itself, but merely an 
instrumentality to bring the pupils to the 
public schools where they will secure a pub
lic education. Under ch. 648, parochial school 
children are not to be transported to the 
public schools for the purpose of receiving 
any pttblic instruction; rather, such trans
portation is merely a convenience to assist 
them in attending a parochial school." 
(Italics added) . 

Shared time differs from the plan to send 
public teachers into parochial schools in the 
constitutionally significant respect described 
in the last sentence of the above quotation. 
Shared time, properly conducted, is a means 
of providing public instruction to parochial 
pupils and not a "convenience to assist them 
in attending a parochial school." In my opin
ion, shared time arrangements which would 
meet the requirements of the Federal Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 can be carried out without violating 
the Wisconsin Constitution. Other permis
sible programs involving such things as edu
ca.tional radio and television, IWld mobile edu
cational services and equipment can probably 
also be devised. In expressing this opinion I 
am aware of 53 OAG 187 in which the shared . 
time issue was discussed with the conclusion 
that the question must be resolved by the 
Wisconsin Supreme Court. I believe, however, 
that under these circumstances, where par
ticipation in this vital federal program is de
pendent upon the state's abillty to plan edu
cational programs in the nature of shared 
time, you are entitled to my best judgment 
on the constitutional issue. I believe that 
such programs can be conducted within con
stitutional limitations and I am prepared to 
assist you in working out such programs. 

i conclude that under the present statutes 
federal funds received under Title I of the 
Federal Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 must be paid into the general 
fund. In the general fund these funds are 
subject to llmltations imposed by Article I, 
Section 18 of the Wisconsin Constitution and 
cannot be used to pay the salary of a teacher 

who teaches in a parochial school. Your de
partment can, however, continue to partici
pate in the federal program by providing for 
participation by private school pupils as de
scribed above. 

Sincerely yours, 
BRONSON C. LA FOLLETTE, 

Attorney General. 
CAPTION.-Federal funds received by the 

state under Title I of the Federal Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 must be 
paid into the general fund pursuant to sees. 
16.54, 20.550 (68), 20.650 and 20.951 (1). Wis. 
Stats., and in the general fund are subject 
to Article I, Section 18 of the Wisconsin Con
stitution. Such funds may not be used to pay 
salaries of public school teachers who are 
sent into parochial schools to teach but m,ay 
be used for properly conducted shared time 
and other joint education programs. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. DELLENBACK]. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLENBACK. I yield to the gen
tleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. I should like to 
associate myself with the remarks of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. QuiE], 
and to announce my support for his 
amendment. 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
begin by commending not just one side 
in this debate. I begin by commending 
many of the Members on both sides of 
the aisle for the attitude I have seen 
exhibited as we have gone through the 
hearings on this bill in the committee. 

We may differ on points. I may differ 
with my very able chairman, the gen
tleman from Kentucky, on point 1 or 
point 2. But I do not quarrel with the 
fact-and I believe it is a fact-that · 
among the Members on both sides of the 
aisle we start from the premise that 
what we are seeking to do is to improve 
education in the United States. 

I do not believe the question today is 
a question of whether we are going to 
have Federal aid to education. I favor it. 
I believe it has become necessary. In the 
future it will need to be increased still 
further. 

The key questions today are not 
whether-but how much Federal aid? 
For what purpose? What will be the con
trols? 

The bill, H.R. 7819, proposes some 
highly desirable improvements in the 
law. We can talk about aid to Indian 
children, about bringing salaries for the 
Teacher Corps into line with other pro
grams, and a series of other things. 

But there still exist in the law some 
imperfections, and there still exist in the 
proposed bill before us today some im
perfections and some areas we need to 
improve still further. 

Some of those imperfections are going 
to be sought to be reached tomorrow as 
amendments are proposed from both 
sides of the aisle. The gentleman from 
Minnesota is going to offer an amend
ment. The gentlewoman from Oregon is 
going to offer an amendment. As indi
cated, other amendments will be offered. 

I believe there will be other imperfec
tions in this law that will not be reached 
until years have gone by beyond the year 
in which we live today. 

With all of the good features of the 
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present law and with all of the improving 
amendments involved here, there re
mains a basic imperfection in this bill 
and in the law as it exists at the present 
time, which is the emphasis on control 
in the Office of Education as opposed to 
the emphasis on control within the 
States. 

The argument has been made in the 
committee that the history of State in
action proves the need for deep Federal 
involvement and control. I believe those 
who make this argument fail to take into 
consideration that two great changes 
have taken place in recent years. 

One is the massive infusion of Federal 
moneys into the picture, which was not 
true in years gone by . . 

Second, I believe there have been in
novations brought forth under the pro
grams that have been in existence in past 
years that have changed the picture. 

We are not talking about the year 
1950. We are not talking about the year 
1960. We are talking about the year 1967 
and the years that will follow hereafter. 

With these trails blazed and with the 
innovation of the grant of Federal 
moneys, I believe we are in a position 
that we ought not to freeze intO the 
law the involvement in such great depth 
on the part of the Federal Department 
of Education. It is time, while there still 
is time, to return to our States of Ken
tucky and of Oregon and of Michigan 
and of New York and of California con
trol over the programs that they know 
particularly well. . 

I feel that our local school districts 
in my State of Oregon can and will work 
closely and effectively with our State de
partment of education, and they will 
produce a State plan for the utilization 
of funds which are going to be appro
priated under the authorization in H.R. 
7819, which will do a superior job of 
reflecting the priorities of need in· my 
State. 

Surely the same is already true in most 
of our States, and surely it can be brought 
to be true in the remaining States if and 
when some of these amendments--such 
as the Quie amendment, such as the 
Green amendment, such as some of the 
other amendments-are made a part of 
our law. 

I believe we should not delude our
selves as to what the basic issue here in
volved is. The fundamental, basic issue 
is not some of the smoke that has been 
raised in recent days. 

The fundamental and basic issue is 
what will be the respective positions of 
the local school districts, of the State de
partments of education, and of the na
tional Department of Education. I intend 
to vote in favor of control by local and 
State people and instrumentalities. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the remaining time to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CAREY]. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 7819, the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Amendments 
of 1967, and invite your attention at this 
time to those elements that will brighten 
the paths of learning for the handi
capped, sections 151 through 160 of this 
b111. 

The slow pace in meeting at even mini
mum levels the educational needs of our 

handicapped children torments me, Mr. mated 50 million of our cirtiz.enry have 
Chairman, as it does many of our col- physical, intellectual, or ~motional 
leagues in this House. Handicapped chil- handicaps that limit their l.bility to 
dren-especially the little ones-do not carry on major life functi< .s. Of this 
yet realize the trouble they are in, nor number, 13.5 million are children and 
can they comprehend the hard, hopeless youth. 
times that lie ahead if ignorance palls The combined efforts of the task force 
their future. The clock runs slow for the and the subcommittee have forged the 
handicapped child. With every passing makings of a firm national policy-a 
day that his intellectual development policy that favors excellence in special 
lags, so also do his chances for a satis- education for the handicapped as a 
fying and productive youth and adult- sound Federal investment. The recom
hood. Too little, too late has been his lot mendations of the task force and the 
for too, too long. subcommittee constitute the backbone of 

The amendments proposed in H.R. the new title VI on education of handi-
7819 offer positive continuity to the fine capped children in the Elementary and 
beginning the 89th Congress scored to- Secondary Education Act of 1965 which 
ward bettering the educational outlook was enacted into law last October, and 
for the handicapped child. provide the basis for the proposals we 

You will recall, Mr. Chairman, that consider here today. 
just about a year ago, the Ad Hoc Sub- The new title VI provided grants to 
committee on the Handicapped of the States to support programs and projects 
Committee on Education and Labor was for the education of handicapped chil
appointed. I had the honor of serving as dren in public and private day schools. It 
its chairman. directed the Commissioner of Education 

Before this subcommittee came a pa- to set up a Bureau of Education for the 
rade of witnesses-parents and teachers Handicapped to strengthen and coordi
with vexing headaches and heartaches nate his agency's progmms in this area; 
from vainly seeking help that was not it called for the establishment of a Na
available. Then there were the more ex- tiona! Advisory Committee on Handi
perienced educators who know the poten- capped Children to counsel with the new 
tial strength of education against the Bureau and keep it moving on course. 
defeating blow of chronic handicap. This I am pleased to report that the States 
array of witnesses-through more than a are busy drafting their plans for using 
thousand pages of testimony-drove the grants and have had the opportunity 
home this hard fact: The handicapped to review and comment on the Office of 
constitute a minority-a group unique in Education's proposed guidelines for ad
the dismal reality that every single mem- ministering the program. The Bureau of 
ber lacks something of what it takes to Education for the Handicapped was es
be heard most effectively on matters con- tablished in the Office of Education on 
cerning his best interests. January 12. It includes the training and 

It was apparent from the very start research grants for education of the 
that we lack a national policy with re- handicapped, the planning for the State 
spect to the educational improvement of grants, and the captioned films for the 
our handicapped children; also missing deaf service. As for the National Ad
were significant data on the true dimen- visory Committee, a slate of qualified 
sions and intensity of the prob~ems . - nominees is now in the Office of Secre
gulfing these youngsters as ~he.y mature tary Gardner for his approval. 
in terms of the calendar. These accomplishments logically lead 

President Johnson responded by direct- to the principal proposals contained in 
ing John Gardner, the Secretary of H.R. 7819 to further support education 
Health, Education, and Welfare, to create for the handicapped. 
a Task Force on Handicapped Children The first proposal-section 151, "Re
and Child Development within his De- gional resource centers"~dresses itself 
partment. Our Chief Executive took this to the urgencies of identifying our handi
action on Independence Day of last year. capped children early in life, of scientifi
Here is part of the President's statement cally evaluating their educational needs, 
on the task force: and of sound planning for remedial ac-
. There has been very little attempt to detect tion in or near their home communities. 

and correct problems that Inight cause These centers WQuld: 
children to fail in later life. If the resources First, provide the necessary testing and 
of the school and the community can be 
brought to bear on these probleins before diagnostic services to determine the spe-
they are damaging, the children and the cial educational needs of children re· 
NaJtlon will be greatly benefited. We must ferred to them; 
expand our national resources to help the Second, develop appropriate programs 
handicapped an,d to prevent failure among in their localities to meet these needs; 
our cliildren. and 

Under the capable leadership of its Third, assist the schools, institutions, 
Chairman, Lisle C. Carter, Assistant Sec- and other agencies in the respective areas 
retary of HEW for Individual and Family with professional wherewithal, such as 
Services, the 12-member task force has consultation-including counseling with 
probed broadly, deeply, and painstakingly parents and teachers-and periodic fol
into the nature and scope of handi- lowup to reexamine and reappraise the 
capping problems of children across the special education programs in action. 
Nation. Other technical services would also be 

The task force reported that handi- available. · 
capping conditions among the 'children The centers would put special accent 
and youth of our country rank as a on the use of instructional media, on the 
major national health, social, educa- evaluation of available materials, and on 
tiona!, and economic problem. An esti- the development of new media, tec:h-
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niques, and procedures necessary to help 
handicapped children to learn. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment pre
sents an unprecedented opportunity to 
gather and study solid data on handi
capped children-their numbers, char
acteristics, and requirements. In addi
tion, the centers authorized under this 
amendment would place our handi
capped children in the presence of com
petent specialists with resources at hand 
to chart remedial action on an individu
al basis. Hence, the wheels of salvation 
could start spinning earlier than has ever 
before been possible. This is especially 
important in coping with the more com
plex problems presented by multiple 
handicapped youngsters. 

This amendment carries an authoriza
tion of $7.5 million to support the centers 
program for the :fiscal years 1968-1969. 

Section 152-"Recruitment of person
nel and dissemination of information on 
educational opportunities for the handi
capped" packs a double-headed thrust. 

First, it moves against the critical 
shortage of teachers and other profes
sional personnel capable of performing 
the educational services that handi
capped children need. Less than one-half 
of these youngsters who need special ed
ucation benefits are getting them because 
of this shortage. Many good positions 
stand vacant because qualified personnel 
are not available to fill them. A large 
number of special education jobs are oc
cupied by persons only partially trained 
in the field. Where we need an estimated 
force of 300,000 within this decade, we 
have only about 70,000. 

Excellent training opportunities are 
now offered-many partially supported 
under Public Law 85-926, as amended. 
More are needed, of course, since only 
about 300 colleges and universities are 
now capable of providing the training 
programs-some in just one area of 
handicap. 

A king-size comprehensive recruitment 
campaign is now in order to encourage 
large numbers of students and others to · 
:find their career goals in education of the 
handicapped. Every communications me
dium should be used to its fullest imagi
native and creative potential in attract
ing all levels and types of personnel to 
this field. 

The second thrust of this amendment 
faces up to the dearth of accurate infor
mation about the programs, services, and 
resources for the education of handi
capped children. Parents, teachers, pro
spective employers, and others interested 
in and working with handicapped young 
people too often :find themselves against 
a thick, blank wall when they go looking 
for educational direction or referral to 
help a blind, deaf, or crippled child. 

This amendment authorizes $1,000,000 
for fiscal years 1968 and 1969 for the 
COmmissioner of Education to award 
grants or enter into contracts with pub
lic or nonprofit private agencies, organi
zations or institutions for personnel re
cruitment and for dissemination of in
formation relative to education for the 
handicapped. 

Section 156 in H.R. 7819 would extend 
instructional media programs to all 
handicapped children. We have a shin-

ing example of the benefits to be expected 
of this proposal in the highly successful 
captioned films for the deaf service. 

I shall not try to describe or summarize 
the accomplishments of this service. In
stead, I would suggest a short visit to the 
Kendall School-only a short ride from 
here-to see those enthusiastic, busy 
youngsters learning and playing to
gether, thanks to communication made 
possible through resources provided by 
the captioned films enterprise. 

The authority contained in this 
amendment would promote educational 
advancement for handicapped persons 
through special research in the use of 
educational media; through production 
and distribution of educational media for 
handicapped persons and those who 
work in their behalf; and through train
ing persons in the use of educational 
media for the instruction of the handi
capped. 

This amendment provides for increas
ing the authorization under Puplic Law 
89-258 by $1 milUon for fiscal years 1968 
and 1969 in order to extend instructional 
media programs to all handicapped chil
dren. 

Section 155 extends ESEA title VI en
titlements to handicapped children in In
dian schools operated by the Department 
of · the Interior and in overseas depend
ent schools conducted by the Department 
of Defense. 

Finally, under section 160, existing au
thority to award grants for research on 
education of the handicapped would be 
made more flexible by permitting the 
Government also to contract for such 
research with States, State or local edu
cational agencies, public and private in
stitutions of higher learning, and other 
public or private educational research 
agencies and organizations. 

Mr. Chairman, these few amendments 
in H.R. 7819 are needed to advance our 
quest for a fair educational .deal for our 
handicapped children. The product of 
these proposals would a<;ld new knowl
edge, new manpower, new interest, new 
potential, and new incentive among 
those actively working toward this goal. 

The present status of our crusade for 
educational opportunities for handi
capped children is this: 

We acknowledge a beginning-late 
and underfunded to be sure-on several 
fronts; 

We appreciate the foundations for in
telligent planning provided by the task 
force and the subcommittee; 

And, we guarantee to return here 
again and again and again until that 
good day when the bill of educational 
rights for the handicapped is fully 
written and under full-steam imple
mentation. 

Our great country which honors its in
terna.tional commitments with life itself 
can never rest content while its handi
capped remain fallen victims of educa
tional want and broken promise. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAREY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I 
take this time only to make a comment 
with respect to the colloquy between the 

gentlewoman from Oregon [Mrs. GREEN] 
and, I believe, the gentleman from DH
nois [Mr. PuciNSKI], with respect to the 
question of whether or not there is a 
church-state issue in respect of the title 
m amendments which the gentlewoman 
is proposing. I have just received a letter 
dated May 22, 1967, the entire text of 
which I shall put in the RECORD, from the 
department of education of the U.S. 
Catholic Conference. It reads as follows: 

U.S. CATHOLIC CONFERENCE, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Washington, D.C., May 22,1967. 

Hon. JOHN BRADEMAs, 
U.S. House of Representatives, · 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BRADEMAS: We Under
stand that during the House of Representa
tive's debate on H.R. 7819, the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act Amendments 
of 1967, an effort will be made by Mrs. Green 
to change Title III (Supplementary Educa
tional Centers and Services) into a totally 
State-operated educational program without 
the quality control features now inherent in 
that program. We are totally and profoundly 
opposed to such an amendment and urge you 
to reject it. 

The emerging operation of Title II pro
grams across the country has been encour
aging. For the first time, in community after 
community, public and private school edu
cators are sitting down together to work 
out supplementary programs for children, 
regardless of the school they attend. We be
lieve that the cooperation now engendered 
by Titl~ III into a totally State-run opera
tion inevitably would diminish this coopera
tion and result, in many States, in minimal 
services to children in private schools. 

A State-plan operation would ultimately 
result in greater State interference in the 
entire workings of the Title III program. It 
would raise new and serious questions as to 
the equitable participation of children in 
private schools in more than thirty states 
with strict limitations on state assistance to 
nonpublic schools. Furthermore, such a fun
damental change in the program would un
doubtedly result in administrative changes 
which would operate to inhibit today's en
couraging cooperation between public and 
private school educators. The vast majority 
of local school district administrators favor 
the present arrangement, fearful of negative 
forms of interference by state agencies. 

We are firmly convinced that changing 
Title III as suggested· by Mrs. Green would 
result in the diminution, and in some States 
possibly the termination of services for chil
dren in private schools. 

For these reasons, we are adamantly op
posed to this crippling amendment. 

Sincerely yours, 
Very Rev. Msgr. JAMES C. DoNOHUE, 

Director, Department of Education. 

I very much wish there were not a 
church-state issue involved with respect 
to her title III amendment, but in view 
of the colloquy just now and in view of 
my statement in my opening remarks in 
which I expressed the view that the gen
tlewoman's amendment to title III posed 
serious church-state problems, I felt it 
was important to give some concrete evi
dence to support my statement. 

In addition to the opposition to the 
gentlewoman's title III amendment on 
church-state grounds, I have today re
ceived many telegrams opposing the 
amendment for educational reasons, and 
I insert them at this point in the RECORD. 

I call particular attention to the tele
gram from Jacob I. Hartstein, president, 
Kingsborough Community College, City 
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University of. New ):ork, the Chairman 
of the National Advisory Committee .on 
title III. 

-CHAIRMAN OF TITLE III NATIONAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE OPPOSES GREEN AMENDMENT TO 
TITLE III 
As Chairman· of the National Advisory 

Committee for title III of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, I strongly urge 
you to oppose the Green amendment turning 
title III over to the State. 

The present administrative arrangement 
of participation by three levels-local, State 
and Federal-is working to bring about sig
nificant and much needed creative educa
tional progress, and is proving to be an in
valuable and highly successful experiment in 
the upgrading of education with the aid of 

· useful Federal leadership. It would be a seri
ous error to turn this program over to the 
States before they have made a real commit
ment to innovation and organized appro
priately and adequately to assume this im
portant responsibility. 

A copy of the resolution regarding this 
matter adopted at its last meeting by our 
National Advisory Committee is being de
livered to you by messenger today. 

DR. JACOB I. HARTSTEIN, 
Chairman, National Advisory Committee 

for Title III ESEA,· President, Kings
borough Community College of the 
City University of New York. 

OHIO STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 
OPPOSES TITLE III SHIFT Now 

Urge · transfer of title III ESEA to the 
States be made through gradual transition. 
Abrupt move would create serious adminis
trative problems. 

M. W. ESSEX, 
Ohio Superintendent of Public Instruc

tion. 

MAY 22, 1967. 
UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY EDUCATOR SUPPORTS 

PRESENT TITLE III 
The impending vote on the Green amend

ment that would turn title 3 over to the 
respective States is a very important one 
for American education this should not hap
pen it is definitely not in the best interest 
of American education as director of the 
independent national study of title three I 
can say without any doubt whatsoever that 
the twenty distinguished educators who par
ticipated in the study and a substantial 
majority of the pace directors themselves 
feel this way for evidence see pages 80-81 of 
the recently published Senate print on the 
title three study to repeat myself for em
phasis turning PACE over to the States wlll 
be a fundamental error and the fine record 
of the committee will be overlooked by the 
great protest and criticism that will arise 
from educators .and administrators if this 
happens copy Congresswoman EDITH GREEN 
and Congressman CARL D. PERKINS. 

RICHARD I. MILLER, 
Director Program on Educational Change 

University of Kentucky. 

OREGON EDUCATORS 
Urge rejection of pending Green amend

ment title 3 ESEA. Could create much havoc 
in title 3 funding now lacking title 1. State 
Department too sensitive to local poli.tlcal 
issues and old school tie patronage. Clear 
evaluation jeopardized by personal legisla
tors and creates tendency to under finance 
projects !eared as States jitters common near 
elections. 

) 

JAMES McCALISTER, 
FRED BEUHLING, 
DOYLE McCASLIN, 
ROBERT CASEBEER, 
ROBERT MEINHARDT, 
ALF MEKVOLD, 

Oregon Educators. 

MINNESOTANS OPPOSE TITLE. III CHANGE . 
The executive committee of the Educational 

Research and Development Council of north
east Minnesota representing 38 school dis
tricts supports the present policy of the U.S. 
Office of Education directly handling the 
grants to local school districts and supportive 
agencies for Title III funding under the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 
We feel the present system is satisfactory and 
our negotiations directly with the U.S. Office 
have been more than adequate. We would be 
apprehensive of the funds being turned over 
to the State departments of education for 
their dissemination at this time. First, be
cause of the amount of political pressure 
that would be brought to bear on the State 
department; second, lack of available per
sonnel to distribute the funds and oversee 
the projects; and third, ineffectiveness of 
small school districts in dealing directly with 
the State departments. Cooperative councils 
serve to strengthen the position of these dis
tricts. In discussing this with executive secre
taries of other councils located throughout 
our State, I have received similar reactions 
from each of them. Therefore, we would ap
preciate your support in backing Commis
sioner Howe's position supporting the U.S. 
office. 

Respectfully, 
WESLEY T. SHEPARD, 

Executive Secretary, Education Research 
and Development Council of Northeast 
Minnesota. 

FRANKFORT, KY., SUPERINTENDENT CITES TITLE 
III ADVISORY PANEL 

Congress called for the creation of a rep
resentative committee to advise the commis
sioner of education in the administration 
of title III ESEA. This committee worked 
diligently to achieve the purposes of the act 
and I am convinced that transfer of the ad
ministration of title III to the separate states 
will bring about needless duplication of 
effort and will inhibit interstate exchange 
of innovative ideas in education. 

HARRY M. SPARKS, 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

CHARLES KETTERING OPPOSES SHIFT OF TITLE 
III 

As a trustee of a foundation which devotes 
two thirds bf its income to educational inno
vation and also as a member of the National 
Advisory Committee working directly with 
the commissioner of education regarding 
matters relating to title III of the ESEA I am 
most concerned about amendments which 
would allegedly place the responsibUlty for 
title m in the hands of the States. State 
Departments of . Education should be 
strengthened so that they might assume 
greater responsib111ty for educational affairs 
but title III is designed to support educa
tional innovation and change. Education im
provement through innovation is of national, 
even internation~. concern and is not a 
function of nor should it be limited to arbi
trary political boundaries. 

CHARLES F. KETTERlNG. 

SAN FRANCISCO SUPERINTENDENT li'AVORS 
PRESENT ESEA 

Urge immediate approval of H.R. 7819, the 
ESEA amendments of 1967. Consideration 
should not be given to any other •amend
ments at this time. 

HAROLD SPEARS, 
Superintendent of Schools. 

MAY 22, 1967. 
SEATTLE SUPERINTENDENT FAVORS TITLE III 
We favor continuation of the present ar

rangement for administration of the PL 89-10 
Title III funds. It enables the State office to 
make recommendations, but leaves the final 
deci~io:o. to the object review of highly 

trained specialists of the u.s. omce of Edu
cation. 

FORBES BOTTOMLY, 
Superintendent Seattle Public Schools. 

May 22, 1967. 
WASHINGTON EDUCATIONAL RESEARCHERS AP• 

PROVE OF TITLE III 
Urge your support for continuation of Title 

3 ESEA legislation in its present form. This 
legislation gives meaning and purpose to or
ganizational participation by regional edu
cational laboratories, colleges and universi
ties, State departments of education, local 
school districts and related educational agen
cies. This is a blend of research and devel· 
opment resources that no single State edu-

. cational agency has been able to create on a 
sustaining basis. Its developments would not 
have been possible had Title 3 grants been 
solely under the control of State departments 
of education. 

GEORGE B. BRAIN. 
Chairman, Board of Directors, Northwest 

Regional Education Laboratory and 
Dean, College of Education, Washing
ton State University. 

MAY 22, 1967. 
STOCKTON, CALIF., SUPERINTENDENT FOR 

PRESENT ESEA 
Strongly urge that ESEA programs be con

tinued under administration of USOE. Any 
change at this time would result catastrophic 

, confusion. 
JAMES M. REUSSWIG, 

Superintendent of Schools, Stockton 
Unified School District. 

ALBUQUERQUE CENTER OPPOSES TITLE III 
CHANGE 

I wish to urge rejection of any amend
ments to ESEA, PL89-10, that would place 
title III, innovative programs, under com
plete control of Sta'te departments of educa
tion. Title III programs in New Mexico have 
experienced no problems with the current 

·dual arrangement which allows both the 
State Department and the U.S. Office of Edu
cation responsib111ty in program supervision 
copy of this message sent to Congressmen 
Walker and Morris. 

L. E. "NED" ROBERTS, 
Director, Planning and Admtnistration, 

Education Service Center. 

ARKANSAS EDUCATORS OPPOSE GREEN AND 
QUIE AMENDMENTS 

In the interest of educational prograins for 
Arkansas youth, we educators urge the de
feat of the Green and Quie amendments to 
ESEA 1965. 

C. W. Oliver, B. Huneycutt, C. Bratcher, 
B. Phelan, E. H. Simmons, J. S. Graves, 
J. Moose, B. Conrow, E. Hansa.rd, I. 
Boyer, L. Pearson, R. Smith, K. Arnold, 
J. Krakow, M. Richardson. 

SANTA BARBARA, CALIF., FOR PRESENT TITLE 
III 

Our computer uses in educa,.tion project 
under the CUTrent title ill provisions of 
thE! Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
is a superb addition to our innovative ef
forts we hope to continue our working re
lationship with the United States Office of 
Education. 

GUILLERMO LOPEZ, 
Project Director, Title Three Santa 

Barbara City Schools. 

MAY 22, 1967. 
AVOW PANDEMONIUM SAYS ANNISTON, ALA., 

SUPERINTENDENT 
It is imperative to local school boards of 

education .that the present Elementary Sec
ondary Act legislation be continued without 
.major alterations to prevent pandemonium 
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developing. in the local school Federal as
-sisted programs. If changes are to be made 
they should develop as a result of improving 
-existing legislation extending to State de
partments of education time in which to 
.strengthen those divisions. The existing leg
islation provides for that developmental fea
ture for State departments of education. Not 
only are State departments of education in
-adequately prepared at the present time to 
·administer titles 1 and 2, but a block grant 
to the State will otherwise make major alter
ations to the exis.ting programs. Altehtions 
'to ,the existing bill would bring the innovative 
nature of the title 3 programs to a screech
ing halt. Innovations in education are by 
their very nature overly sensitive to change 
in structure and administration. If major 
alterations to the existing legislation can 
be prevented, a distinct service wm be ren
dered to the boys and girls, the faculty, and 
staff members who are very deeply com
mitted to the existing programs, especially 
title 3 of the Elementary-Secondary Act. 

J REVIS HALL, 
Superintendent, Anniston C~ty Schools. 

MAY 22, 1967. 
PRESENT TITLE III EXPRESSES FAITH IN LOCAL 

SCHOOLS 

With reference to Edith Green amendment 
it is believed that purposes of title ESEA 
legislation are best served under present 
arrangement the majority of 51 participating 
systems' of the title 3 mid-Tenn. (middle 
Tenn.) project are enthusiastically involved 
ln investigating and pilot testing innovative 
instructional practices. In effect ,tttle 3 ex
presses faith in the ability of local systems 
to up-grade themselves and the response of 
-systems in middle Tenn. support this con
fidence. Many systems are presently develop
ing cooperative approaches which cross 
system line. Any effort to remove or diminish 
this attitude of responsibility on the part of 
local systems could severely handicap the 
achievement of the intent of title 3 and 
current progress under existing legislation 
Tennessee State department gives valuable 
assistance ln advisory capacity in planning 
and opera;blon and encouraging local systems 
to utm.ze creativity tln extending beyond 
usual structure confines. 

MAXVANN, 
Director, Project Mid-Tennessee. 

WEST HARTFORD, CoNN., AsSISTANT SUPERIN-
TENDENT Is FOR TITLE III 

- Imperative that Green amendment on Title 
Three be defeated. Federal review of Title 
Three proposals an essential "Court of Ap
peals" for innovative programs. Transfer of 
Title Three to State and cursory review. Ob
jective evaluations also threaten by trans-fer 
to State due to inadequate resources, politi
cal motivations and undermanned depant
ment. 

IRA J. SINGER, 
Assistant Superintendent of Schools, 

West Hartford, Conn. 

ANATONE, WASH. , SUPPORTS PRESENT TITLE III 
We support the present adminis,tration for 

Title 3 Public Law 89-10. We feel the balance 
of Federal and State control is efficient in 
helping the local school districts. 

HENRY CHARBONNEAU, 

Superintendent of Schools, Anatone, 
Wash., Administrator of Title 3 Grant. 

U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION HAS NOT INTER

FERED SAYS WISCONSIN EDUCATOR 

We received a grant under Title Three in 
June 1966 to provide psychological testing 
services and to initl<ate a remedial reading 
program for 17 school communities in our 
area, where these services were not now 
being provided for disabled readers. The Na
tional Office of Educati<;>n ~·as not interfered _ 
in any way in the operation of ou~ project · 

and has been most helpful in giving us advice 
when reques·ted. P.L. 89-10 provides the ways 
and means to aid in educating children which 
has .never been done in the history of our 
country. 

KENNETH PoPPY, 
Coordinator of CEEA No. 8, Appleton, 

Wis. 

SUPPORT RETENTION OF PRESENT TITLE III 
SAYS WASHINGTON EDUCATOR 

Joint F1ede:ml-State partictp!altion in alloca
tion of Public Law 89-10 Tirtle 3 funds has 
been d-emonstrated 818 an e·ffectdve means of 
encouraging all States and localLties to make 
wider application of educational improve
ments. I respectfully urge you to support 
retention of the present method of allocat
ing Title 3 funds. 

Respectfully, 
GORDON McCLOSKEY, 

Professor of Education, Washington State 
University. 

DEFEAT QUIE AND GREEN AMENDMENTS TITLE 
~ III PROJECT DIRECTOR URGES 

As director of one ESEA Title m project I 
urge you to use every effort to defeat the 
proposed amendments of Edith Green and 
Albert Quie. Turning funds over to State de
partments of education would stifle the 
change process just emerging in education. 
Universities and State departments are by 
their nature more provincial and less v.en..; 
turesome th:an USOE. 

FLORENCE McCORMICK. ;. 

BLOOMINGTON, IND., SUPERINTENDENT SAYS 
TITLE III "HIGHLY SATISFACTORY" 

Administration of Title III ESEA programs 
at Federal level has been highly satisfactory. 
Program has encouraged creativity and 
motivated new approaches and solutions to 
educational problems. Urge continuation and 
expansion of Ti.tle m program in present 
form. 

RoNALD E. WALTON, 
Superintendent, Bloomington Metropoli

tan Schools. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, in the final 
few moments let me suggest that we are 
seeing at this point in the deliberations 
on education in America aided by Fed
eral funds from the Federal Government 
something that might be akin to the 
Civil War experience when there came' 
to history the development of the Mc
Clellan law. The McClellan law, briefly 
stated, was that whatever can go wrong 
will go wrong. Recently the distinguished 
Commissioner of the Federal Communi
cations Commission, Lee Loevinger, 
brought that law up to date in terms of 
criticism of Federal programs when he 
stated that it seems to be the order of 
the day now that whatever is working 
must need fixing. Phrase it this way: 
Whatever is working must need fixing. 
That is exactly the status that we find 
this bill in. There is no one who can 
come to the well of this House and deny 
that this bill not only did live up to the 
expectations of its sponsors in the 89th 
Congress but it exceeded them in every 
performance test and who can state that 
it did not bring people together who 
never were together before and reached 
children who never had assistance before 
they are getting that now? It has gone 
into areas that have never had quality 
education before. It has done its work 
well and it does not need the fixing that 
those on the other side suggest it does. 
· Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, a week 
ago my colleague from California [Mr. 

BELL] and my colleague from New York 
[Mr.· REID] announced their intention to 
support the committee-reported bill, 
H.R. 7819, and to vote against· the pro
posed substitute, H.R. 8983. Today, I join 
them in that statement of intent. I do 
not feel that I can, as a responsible Re
publican and as a 'responsible citizen, 
support a proposal which threatens to 
wreck our carefully constructed program 
of Federal assistance to elementary and 
secondary education. · 

The substitute proposal would, give 
Federal funds to State educational agen
cies, in the form of block grants, for re
allocation within the State. Since I am 
a strong believer in the concept of State 
and local control of education, this facet 
of the substitute proposal is attractive to 
me. However, H.R. 8983 contains so many 
undesirable features that I cannot in all 
conscience support it. 

In the first place, the substitute com
pletely negates the commitment we made 
as a nation only 2 years ago-a com
mitment to equality of opportunity in 
education for all children, poor as well 
as. rich. When this Congress passed the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, it recognized that poverty 
and educational deprivation were a na
tional problem, a problem which was not 
bounded by city, State, or regional lines. 
The Congress also recognized that the 
solution of the problem of educational 
deprivation was in the national inter
est-the children of the ghetto who re
ceived an inadequate education became 
the school dropouts, the juvenile delin
quents, the welfare recipients of the 
future. Rather than becoming contribu
tors to our national economy, the' educa
tionally deprived all too often became a 
drain on our resources. The high cost of 
compensatory education was seen by the 
Members of this House as insignificant, 
as compared to the cost of the rehabili
tative and corrective measures which 
might be required if the education were 
not provided. 

The title I formula, based on the num
ber of children from low-income families 
residing -within each school district, was 
designed to .pinpoint Federal financial 
assistance on the areas of greatest need. 
In this it has been successful, as school 
districts across the country have designed 
projects to meet the special educational 
needs of their disadvantaged students. 
The educational gap between rich and 
poor has slowly been narrowing. 
· The supstitute proposal would not con

tinue this emphasis on the national con
cern for the alleviation of the effects of 
poverty. Although no less than 50 per
cent of the funds would have. to be spent 
for the education of the poor, this repre
sents a substantial cut when compared 
with the current program. Since the allo
cation formula does not take into account 
the number of children of poverty within 
each State or district, the States which 
will suffer financially if the substitute is 
adopted are the States which need funds 
the most desperately. 

Under H.R. 8983, the authorizations 
for our 16 southern and border States
some of the States which have the least 
resources to provide education of high 
quality-would be cut by $3.73 ·million. 
My own State of New York ~ol:lld lose 
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$118 million, even with the floor provision 
which has been inserted in the substitute 
proposal. New York has an extremely 
high number of educationally deprived 
children in its public and nonpublic 
schools. It cannot, financially or educa
tionally, afford such a loss. 

The minority views contained in the 
report of the Committee on Education 
and Labor on H.R. 7819 quotes Dr. Ber
nard Donovan, superintendent of schools 
of New York City, as favoring general 
Federal aid to education rather than the 
present progr~m of categorical assist
ance. One would therefore presume that 
Dr. Donovan would support the proposed 
substitute to the Elementary an<.l Sec
ondary Education Act. However, there
spected superintendent of the New York 
City schools clarified his position on 
April 26, indicating that general aid was 
considered by the superintendents of 
large-city schools as .a long-range 'ob
jective requiring careful consideration. 
Of the substitute proposal, Dr. Donovan 
commented that "administratively, these 
changes would throw the present Fed
eral assistance programs into chaos." 
I cannot in all conscience support a meas
ure which would complicate, rather than 
simplify, administration of our program 
of aid to elementary and secondary edu
cation. 

I feel that the responsible course, if 
there is dissatisfaction with our current 
elementary and secondary education 
program, would be to conduct hearings 
on proposed amendments. No hearings 
have been held on H.R. 8983. It was not 
introduced until April 20, over a week 
after the Committee on Education and 
Labor had filed its report on H.R. 7819. 
Unless any substitute is subject to scru
tiny by Members of Congress and educa
tional authorities, we have no assurance 
that it will be the most effective we can 
devise. Until we have such assurance, I 
do not feel that I can support an alterna
tive proposal. 

I therefore believe that the only re
sponsible approach open to me is to sup
port H.R. 7819, the committee-reported 
bill. 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
day in support of H.R. 7819, the Elemen
tary and Secondary Ed!Ucation Amend
ments of 1967, as reported by the House 
Education and Labor Committee. As we 
approach for the second time, discussion 
of possible changes in the historic educa
tion bill, passed only 2 years ago after 
some years of abortive efforts, we are 
faced by a new and serious threat. Our 
colleague from Minnesota has intro
duced a bill that would substitute pro
grams of block grants to the States for 
the existing formula and would in effect 
amend the present act virtually out of 
existence. I urge the summary rejection 
of the Quie amendment that would re
verse the progress in providing quality 
educa:tion to America's poor, ma:de pos
sible by the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. 

This sudden call for appropriation of 
block grants to States, when the present 
education legislation is still in its infancy, 
is at best ill timed. 

At the present tim,e, block aid is not a 
practical or a feasible goal. It will jeop
ardize the educational opportunities now 

being afforded the economically disad
vantaged children who are most in need 
of assistance for the future good of our 
Nation. 

To begin with, the Elementary and 
secondary Education Act is too new for 
the drastic changes proposed by the Quie 
amendment. 

It has not even been in operation in 
some places a year; the most anywhere 
would be almost 2 years. This is hardly 
time to allow proper assessment of what 
we have done, much less to form the basis 
for a radical change of approach. 

One of the crying needs, being met at 
the present time by title V of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Act, is aid to 
strengthen State departments of educa
tion so that they might function with 
maximum effectiveness and efficiency. 
Many such departments, now in the 
process of reorganizing, would be the 
first to admit that they are not ready 
themselves to assume the task and re
sponsibility of administering large blocks 
of Federal funds. Not that such a capa
bility is not one of the precise goals 
toward which they are striving. But these 
State agencies must take the steps 
toward the realization of their full po
tential with reasonable speed and in 
sequence. 

Of course the Elementary and Second
ary Act of 1965 was not a perfect tool. 
We altered it last year to increase its 
effectiveness. We are in the process of 
doing so again. These new amendments 
make refinements that have proven nec
essary as inadequacies in the operations 
of the law have made themselves ap
parent. For example, the formula for 
allotting money ·to the States under title 
V has been revised to place more em
phasis on the population which the State 
department of education in a given State 
must serve. 

Likewise, because it has become ap
parent that adequate planning is the 
requisite first step to any kind of suc
cessful State program to meet educa
tional needs and problems, the small 
mention of State planning grants af
forded in the original law, would be ex
panded by these latest amendments to 
include a whole subsection of present 
title V to provide for comprehensive edu
cational planning at the State level. 

Still another positive contribution of 
H.R. 7819 would be the inclusion under 
present title I of provisions for 'the es
tablishment and utilization by local edu
cational agencies of teaching teams from 
the Teacher Corps. Since title I now pro
vides a host of benefits for deprived chil
dren, including some teacher programs, 
it is just good organization to include 
this unique and thus far successful ex
periment in further providing for the 
education of the educationally disadvan
taged. 

The broadening and enriching experi
ences that are taken for granted by their 
more fortunate contemporaries have 
been offered to underprivileged children 
for the first time under title I. I receive 
letters almost daily from parents and 
from school organizations about the 
great value of services being conducted 
under title I and about the urgent need 
for their extension to schools that can
not meet the extremely rigid standards 

for participation necessitated by lack of 
sufficient funds. For example, the city of 
Newark has been compelled to limit eli
gibility for participation in title I pro
grams to those schools with at least an 
18 percent concentration of children 
from families with an annual income of 
$3,000 or less. I repeat, an income of 
$3,000 or less-a sad commentary on 
.conditions that prevail in the richest 
natioti in the world. The grand total of 
enrollment for title I schools, including 
secondary, elementary, specials, and 
nonpublic, is 56,651. However, not all the 
schools meeting this standard can receive 
the ,benefits since funds have been ade
quate only to cover schools having not 
less than a 22-percent concentration of 
such children. Yet, the Quie amendment 
would substantially reduce assistance to 
New Jersey and other populous States 
with the largest numbers of education
ally disadvantaged children concentrated 
in metropolitan areas. It is cruel indeed 
to punish these children by cutting back 
authorizations that are already paltry 
compared to the need. This generation of 
poor children is not expendable for parti
san, political purposes. They are entitled 
to quality education as a matter of right. 
The committee bill recognizes this na
tional obligation to bring educational aid 
to those who need it most. 

Another problem of grave concern is 
the impact of the Quie amendment upon 
opportunities for educational services to 
private school students made possible 
under the present law. I quote from a 
letter received from the Very Reverend 
Monsignor Joseph J ; Vopelak, coordina
tor, New Jersey Catholic Conference, Of
fice of Educational and Economic Oppor
tunity Programs, Trenton, N.J.: 

The rights given to these children under 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, as you well know, are the result of 
much deliberation, planning, and coopera
tion by responsible persons throughout the 
country, which certainly has not happened 
in this case (i.e., the Quie amendment). 
These rights have been made specific through 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act and particularly through its enforce
ment and implementa.tion both on the state 
and local level. We are convinced that any 
change in this Act, without adequate plan~ 
ning and serious discussion, will do violence 
to these rights. Past experience is all that we 
can draw on in judging whether or not· the 
inclusion of non-public school children in 
the fashion in which it is done in the Quie 
amendment will be effective or not. Our past 
experience convinces us that there is noth
ing to be gained from the amendment, but 
much that can be lost. 

At present, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 7819 
and the law as amended have more of 
proven worth to offer to this country's ed
ucational progress than any of the other 
suggested alternatives. For one thing 
there would probably be more money au
thorized for the continuing of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act as 
amended. Second, there is the advantage 
of specific programs that "zero" that 
money in on a specific trouble spOt, so 
that assistance is directed to need. Third, 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act, as the provisions of H.R. 7819 
would amend it, has behind it almost two 
years of basically successful operation, a 
host of experienced educators, and the 
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examination of congressional inquiry 
through hearings and the studies of vari
ous research and advisory committees, 
such as the National Advisory Council 
on the education of disadvantaged chil
dren. 

The dangers in the Quie proposal are 
reflected in the fact that our NaJtion's 
major education organizations oppose it. 
The Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act of 1965 has demonstrated its 
worth as evidenced by the endorsement 
of the committee bill extending the act 
by the National Education Association, 
the American Council on Education, the 
National Congress of Parents and Teach
ers, the American Parents Committee, 
the American Library Association, the 
AFL-CIO, and all major national church 
organizations. This bill represents the 
most promising form of support that 
recognizes all of the various needs and 
interests concerned with American edu
cation. 

As we continue to refine, Yt:lar by year, 
our original work of 1965, we may hope 
to move toward the lesser complication 
of general as opposed to caJtegorical 
Federal grants. We may hope and plan 
for the time when the chief role of the 
Federal grant in education will be to 
supply financial support in large lump 
portions to StaJtes which will then be 
fully prepared to administer and dis
pense those funds. Certainly we are 2 
years closer to that time because of the 
!Elementary and Secondary EducaJtion 
Act. But that time clearly is not yet; and 
we jeopardize the work that has been 
so long and so carefully wrought if we 
jump to the conclusion that it is. That 
is why I fully support and urge the over
whelming adoption of H.R. 7819, the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education 
Amendments of 1967, as being in the 
best interest of all the schoolchildren 
of America. Let us carry forward the 
splendid progress that has already been 
achieved under this landmark legislation. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say a few words on behalf 
of H.R. 8983, the Quie amendment to 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act of 1965. 

For too long now the Federal Govern
ment has been stumbling down the same 
old road of special-purpose grants-in
aid to solve every problem in every com
munity in America. This disorganized 
proliferation of programs has become a 
tangle of inflexible compliances and red
tape seemingly intended to confuse tax
~payers, harass public officials, and de
feat the purposes of the legislation. 

H.R. 8983 does for elementary and 
secondary education what is needed 
throughout the whole decaying house of 
Federal grants-in-aid. It makes a rea
sonable consolidation of four titles of 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, removes most of the Federal strings, 
then makes a block grant to each State, 
so that State and local officials can ad
minister their programs according to 
State and local needs. 

There is no doubt that this is an un
popular measure at the Office of Educa
tion. It would apparently cause some 
unemployment and dislocation there. 
The Commissioner of Education calls 
this b111 a backward step. The Secre-

tary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
says it "would spread assistance over 
so wide an area that it would be no more 
than a thin film of Federal funds on top 
of a vast ocean · of educational needs." 

Quite certainly it would not spread so 
much assistance in the Office of Educa
tion as before, but when he refers to a 
thin film of Federal funds, he must be 
thinking of the current administration of 
title I instead of the Quie bill. 

The Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare has presided over the 
spreading of title I funds into 25,000 of 
the 27,000 districts in America, including 
many of the wealthiest, according to a 
formula which enables the rich school 
districts and States to get even richer. 
It is difficult to imagine how a State gov
ernment could spread the money much 
thinner if it tried. The Quie bill, on the 
other hand, gives State governments the 
freedom and flexibility to concentrate 
Federal funds in attacking local and 
State educational problems in a way 
which is impossible under the current 
act. 

I for one am confident of the capacity 
of our State governments to administer 
this program effectively, and I know that 
many share with me a deep resentment 
at the charges on the part of the pro
ponents of the committee bill that our 
State governments are incompetent and 
corrupt and that they cannot be trusted 
to administer programs such as this. 
Their charge is equally false that south
erners support this bill only because they 
see it as a device to maintain school seg
regation. They completely fail to under
stand the deep conviction on the part not 
only of most southerners but of the ma
jority of Americans throughout this Na
tion that State and local governments 
are the appropriate agencies for admin
istering elementary and secondary edu
cation. 

The backers of the committee bill also 
attempt to argue that the southern and 
border States would get less money un
der the Quie bill than under their bill. 
The administration apparently wants to 
have its cake and eat it too. The Presi
dent has requested less than half the 
appropriation necessary to enable a new 
State distribution formula to become 
operative which would actually provide 
sizable gains for southern and border 
States. But the administration and its 
spokesmen in this House are using full 
authorization figures in comparative 
charts in an effort to lead us to think 
that the Quie bill would provide smaller 
grants. 

In actuality, the Quie bill uses a tested 
and popular formula which has been a 
part of the National Defense Education 
Act grants since 1958 and which dollar 
for dollar favors most southern and 
border States over the current Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act for
mula. The Quie b111, in addition, guaran
tees every State at least as much in fiscal 
year 1969, when it becomes effective, as it 
receives in fiscal year 1968 under Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act. I pre
fer a bird in the hand;· a significant re
form in Federal-State relations, 'to two in 
the bush; speculation that just possibly 
an extra billion and a half dollars might 
be found somewhere to more than double 

the fiscal year 1969 appropriation so that 
a more favorable distribution formula 
would go into effect. 

For those to whom a few dollars makes 
a great difference, it might be well tore
member that the Quie b111 would also 
remove from the stubborn grasp of the 
Office of Education and give to the States 
the sizable title ill program, for which 
the administration is asking $240 million 
for the coming fiscal year. Despite the 
pleas of educators throughout the Nation, 
the committee bill continues this supple
mentary centers and services program as 
a priv:ate preserve .of the Office of Edu
cation. If this is in fact a program to 
foster innovation, then certainly 50 dif
ferent States could provide more fruitful 
innovative thinking than one small di
vision in the Office of Education. Let us 
not forget that our strength as a nation 
lies in our creative diversity. 

I am certain that the teachers and ad
ministrators of my own State will look 
upon a vote for H.R. 8983 as a vote of 
confidence in them. After all, this bill 
represents a major step in the direction 
that most of America's teachers have 
been urging for years. The dedicated 
and capable schoolmen and women of 
Tennessee deserve to have a greater voice 
in determining how to solve problems 
with which they are more familiar than 
anyone else. This bill would provide them 
with $38.6 million more than the ad
ministration request to help them do it. If 
the Quie formula and the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act formula are 
applied to the same amount of money
the fairest possible comparison-for ex
ample, the $1.5 billion the administra
tion is requesting for the four titles in
cluded in the Quie bill, then the Quie 
formula gives Tennessee $39,409,930, 
while the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act formula provides only 
$36,073,629. 

The irony of the controversy over this 
bill is that administration spokesmen 
from the White House to the Office of 
Education have been talking about just 
this k:ind of reform for years, but because 
somebody else decided to do something 
about it first, they are determined to op
pose it. That is a familiar story in this 
administration. So they have hauled out 
all the tired old cliches to fight it: "You 
never had it so good!" "Don't let them 
take it away" "Why rock the boat?" 

It may be necessary to rock the boat 
a little to go forward. The people who op
pose this bill like to call themselves 
liberals, but they are really the stand
patters and go-slowers of the 1960's. 
They quake in fear at the thought of a 
State or local official receiving some cred
it for spending Federal revenues. They 
are the new breed of old guard. They say 
to the educational leaders of America: 

We can't afford to change the status quo. 
Sure, it may be bad, but then, it could get 
worse if we tamper with it. So just be grate
ful for every cent of your money that we de
cide to give back to you, and don't ask ques
tions about the terrns. And especially don't 
get any ideas about knowing how to run your 
schools as well as we do here in Washington. 

With $425 million to spend on "public 
information" the administration might 
just convince some people that these 
backward-looking liberals are right. But 
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I hope that the Members of this Com
mittee will not be misled. 

Mr. Chairman, a vote for H.R. 8983 is a 
vote for strong and effective State gov
ernment and a vote for better elementary 
and secondary education. It is a sound 
investment in America's future. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Chairman, the pending 
bill-H.R. 7819-to amend the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act is very 
bad news indeed for the schools of Texas. 
With one stroke, it cuts the fiscal 1968 
allocation for the Texas schools under 
title I from $176 million to $96 million
a reduction of $80 million. 

It accomplishes this by the simple 
means of suspending a change in the 
formula-approved by Congress last 
year-which was to have taken effect on 
July 1. 1967. 

From the figures I have seen, the origi
nal act was grossly unfair to States like 
Texas. Under the act, the number of chil
dren counted was obtained by: First, 
using the census estimate of 1960 of the 
number of school-age children in fam
ilies with less than $2,000 income, and 
second, adding those school-age children 
in families receiving more than $2,000 in 
aid for dependent children-ADC-wel
fare payments. This number was multi
plied by the State average per-pupil cost 
of public education. 

It just so happens that Texas and nine 
other States, because of relatively low 
welfare payments, cannot count a single 
child under the ADC category, and al
though Texas has 647,000 children in 
families with less than a $3,000 income, 
we can count only the 398,000 who are 
in families below the $2,000 level. 

Not only do we count fewer children 
than wealthier States, but the schools in 
Texas are paid at a rate of only $197.80 
per child as compared with a one-half of 
the State average rate in New York of 
$393.14 . . 

Last year, the Congress removed a large 
part of this inequity by raising the family 
income measure to $3,000, so that our 
schools could count the entire 647,000 
children, and by raising our amount per 
child to one-half the national average 
per-pupil cost of education-$2'37.74. 
This would have meant a title I alloca
tion of $176 mtllion for Texas schools. 

This year the administration bill sus
pends this change in the law until such 
time as there is a 100-percent appropria
tion O'f the title I authorization. With the 
President asking $1.2 billion for title I for 
next year-less than half the authoriza
tion-the suspension holds for fiscal1968. 
With all of the pressures on the budget, it 
may well hold forever. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that we 
have some obligation in the Congress to 
provide for equitable treatment of all the 
States in the distribution of Federal aid. 
I am not making this plea solely for 
Texas, but for most of the States of the 
Union which are treated in an extremely 
unequal way by this legislation. 

Title I is supposed to be a program for 
financing special educational assistance 
for children who, because of the low in
come of their families and factors often 
associated with low income, have experi
enced educational problems. The use of 
1960 census data may be suspect by now 

for several reasons, but it does provide a 
rough measure of the relative size of the 
problem when applied on a State-by
State basis. Let us just look at the man
I)er in which this act operates on the 
basis of such data. 

Texas had 647,000 school-age children 
in families with less than $3,000 annual 
income; New York had 374,000 such chil
dren-little more than half as many as 
Texas. But under the committee bill
which President Johnson and Vice Presi
dent HuMP.HREY and others have praised 
in such glowing terms-Texas is allotted 
$96 million for title I and New York is 
allotted $174 million. 

New York has half as many very poor 
children, but gets nearly twice as much 
money as Texas to help educate poor 
children. 

That is the cold arithmetic of a Fed
eral-aid farce. It is ridiculous and im
possible to justify in any terms. 

Congressman QuiE, of Minnesota, has 
proposed an alternative formula which 
treats all of the States equally by com
paring their school-age population and 
their relative ability to support education 
as measured by income per school-age 
child. If the Congress appropriates what 
the President has requested for this act 
next year, Texas would actually receive 
$12 million more under the Quie amend
ment than under the Johnson adminis
tration bill-and it would receive more 
under the Quie amendment than New 
York, because Texas has more poor 
children to educate. Enactment of the 
Quie amendment, I feel, is the positive 
approach of assisting more poor children 
in more States. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I enthu
siastically support H.R. 7819, and intend 
to oppose all weakening amendments. 

The Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act has served us well, and we 
should not be beguiled by thinly veiled 
attempts to evade the clear requirements 
of the U.S. Supreme Court for a racially 
integrated public school system. 

I am also concerned about the divisive 
attempt to revive the emotionally 
charged church-state issue which has 
already been fairly and legally met by 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act as it now exists. 

I supported Federal aid to education 
when it was first proposed by President 
John F. Kennedy, and I support the 
efforts of the Johnson administration to 
continue this vitally important program. 
Skyrocketing municipal tax rates require 
the Federal Government to come to the 
aid of the small property owner. Our 
very future depends on the quality of our 
educational system, and we dare not 
compromise in this urgent area of hu
man endeavor. 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 7819, the 
school aid bill reported by the Education 
and Labor Committee. The alternate 
measure proposed by the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. QUIE], would undermine 
programs that have been carefully as
sembled by loeal school districts to bene
fit educationally disadvantaged children, 
without regard to their race or religion. 

The evidence is overwhelming that a 
vote for the Quie amendment would be 

a vote against the children of my own 
Stg,te of California. 

The probable impact of the Quie pro
posal on education in California was ex
plored in some depth by six of my col
leagues who joined me last week in a. 
special order. 

The gentlemen reported the alarm felt 
by school administrators in at least nine 
cities-Los Angeles, San Diego, Oakland, 
Berkeley, Santa Ana, Garden Grove. 
Huntington Beach, Fullterton, and Sac
ramento. 

San Diego, which I have the honor to 
represent, would lose an estimated $650,-
000 a year under the Quie plan to turn 
over Federal aid funds to the States. 
Throughout San Diego County, the an
nual loss would be twice as great, around 
$1.3 million. 

I would like to review, for the record. 
some of the comments that were made 
during our special order on May 17. 

Speaking of the Quie amendment, Mr. 
COHELAN said: 

There is absolutely no guarantee that an 
adequate share of funds to help educationally 
deprived children would be channeled by the 
States to the large cities ... where the 
problem of teaching the disadvantaged is 
most acute. 

Mr. ROYBAL stated: 
The children in California and elsewhere 

who need ·the help the most would be 1the very 
children to suffer the most from the adoption 
of such an amendment. 

Mr. HANNA said: 
To completely change the organization, 

purpose and administration of the (school 
aid) funds at this point, as the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. QUIE) proposes, would 
prove disastrous to the successful title I pro
grams already underway in over 1,000 Cali
fornia school districts. 

Mr. EDWARDs of California pointed 
out that the existing Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, by focusing 
aid on the child rather than his school, 
has benefited many categories of stu
dents who previously were entitled to no 
Federal support. 

Now, almost inconceivably-

Mr. EDWARDS said-
there is an attempt to "improve" this re
~arkable legislation by cutting $300 million 
from its appropriation; redistributing its re
sources to less needy students; redirecting 
its most important feature, the aid-to-child 
approach, by channeling all funds through 
State departments of education; replacing 
order with chaos in the administration of 
Federal education funds. 

Mr. Moss cited the objections of Sac
ramento County educators to the Quie 
amendment. 

Mr. CoRMAN warned that adoption 
of the Quie amendment could make the 
education bill unacceptable to a majority 
of Members and result in the complete 
rejection of the bill. The gentleman 
pointed out that the Los Angeles school 
district is currently receiving about $15 
million a year in title I money, an al
location that he feels could be wiped 
out by a divisive fight over the Quie 
plan. 

Mr. V ANIK. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to rise in opposition to the Quie amend
ment which will do irreparable damage 
to big city school systems like that of 
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the Cleveland public school system of 
my congressional district. The school 
systems of my community are in need 
of every possible consideration now 
available under the provisions of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act as now constituted. 

In reviewing programs in which the 
State has the sole responsibility for 
distributing Federal funds, there is very 
little evidence to support hope that the 
critical needs of the urban centers will 
be met. The cities and their critical needs 
are "outvoted" by the suburban and 
rural representatives who insure that 
State allocations are diverted and dif
fused. In Ohio, education allocations are 
resolved by a State board of education 
which is not oriented or particularly 
aware of the critical problems facing 
central city areas. 

At this point, I want to call the at
tention of the Members to the testimony 
of our very able superintendent of the 
Cleveland public schools, Dr. Paul 
Briggs, who last month stated before the 
Committee on Education and Labor: 

The experience we have had in Ohio in
dicated an unfriendly State department of 
public instruction to urban areas. 

He cited the troubles we have had in 
Ohio over the · implementation of the 
Vocational Education Act of 1963, where 
under the original State plan not one 
cent would have been given to any of the 
eight largest cities in Ohio, where the 
largest numbers of unfilled jobs and un
trained youth are located. In all fairness, 
I think things are improving but we do 
not feel that the end of the fight for 
equity for our urban areas is yet in view. 

·A second example: When we compare 
the distribution of title I funds under 
the predetermined poverty formula with 
the ways the States have distributed 
title n, ESEA funds-and you will recall 
that title II funds must be distributed 
on the basis of "need" -we find that our 
large northern cities get a much smaller 
share of title II funds than they do from 
title I. New York City, for instance, gets 
almost 60 percent of New York's title I 
allotment, but only 24 percent of its title 
II allotment. Under title I, Cleveland gets 
double its title II share. Baltimore gets 
45 percent of Maryland's title I funds, 
but only 17 percent of its title II funds. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to include 
in the RECORD at this point a table pre
pared by the omce of Education contain
ing comparative figures for these and 
other northern cities: 

City 

. 
Los Angeles __ ___ ___ ______ _ 
San Francisco ___ __ __ ___ __ _ 
Denver-~-- - ----- - - ---- - - -Chicago __ _____ ____ ___ - ___ _ 
Baltimore _____ ____ __ -____ _ 
Boston ____ __ __ __ ____ __ ___ _ 
Detroit- - _-- --- - -- ---- ---
Minneapolis_--------- ----New York City __ ___ __ ___ _ 
Cleveland ___ __ ----- -------Portland __ _____ ___ __ _____ _ 
Philadelphia __ -- ------ ---
Seattle_--- ---------- ---- --

Percent of city allotment to 
State allotment 

Title I Title II 

19. 4 
4. 4 

25. 9 
51.1 
44.8 
21.9 
34.5 
10. 1 
59.3 
12.3 
23.5 
21.8 
15. 5 

10.0 
1.1 

17.3 
34.3 
16.7 
10. 3 
15.1 
6. 0 

24. 1 
6. 0 

18. 3 
8. 0 
9.8 

Mr. Chairman, I frankly do not see 
bow any Member of this House who is 

concerned about the overwhelming prob
lems of our cities can have any con
fidence whatsoever that the Quie amend
ment would be a forward step for urban 
America. Unless the pattern changes 
radically in the next year, I think we will 
find that our big cities will lose under 
this legislation-and I shudder to think · 
of what the costs to our society may be. 

If the Quie amendment is adopted, I 
know that the cost to the city of Cleve
land would be unbearable. Last year, the 
city received $5,459,000 ESEA funds, 
while the rest of the county received 
$1,305,000. Included in these amounts 
were four title m grants providing sup
plemental centers to the city of Cleve
land, Parma, Orange, and Warrensville 
Heights. Because of' the present grant 
formula of ESEA and its seed-money ef
fect, Federal assistance of all forms to 
the primary and secondary schools in 
Cuyahoga County and Cleveland, Ohio, 
increased last year from $7 million to 
$16% million-an increase of 135 per
cent. 

The ESEA in Cleveland was immedi
ately utilized to provide the first supple
mental educational center in the entire 
Nation which was established in a ware
house in downtown Cleveland on October 
17, 1966. Between October 1966 and Feb
ruary 1967, this center has been used by 
almost 19,000 different individual Cleve
land children from public and nonpublic 
schools. They come in groups of 300 per 
day for specially enriched instruction in 
science, music, and in the heritage of 
Cleveland. 

The people of Cleveland are aware that 
education is the key to economic and 
social life and progress. Last November, 
Cleveland's voters dramatically sup
ported the largest bond and tax issue 
that the public school system had ever 
placed on the ballot. People of Cleveland 
approved, by a plurality of 70 percent, to 
increase the bonded indebtedness of the 
school system by 110 percent. They also 
voted to increase local taxes by 20 per
cent for the day-to-day operation of 
Cleveland schools. 

This hearty support is clear evidence 
that the voters of Cleveland are willing 
to back their school system at a time of 
greatest need and financial crisis. This 
clear mandate of support occurred at the 
same election at which time State bond
ing requests were rejected in our county 
and were rejected by a 2-to-1 margin 
throughout the State. It is obvious from 
the results of this election that the voters 
of our city clearly understood, without 
question, the high need of our school sys
tem. It should also be understood how
ever, that, while we in Cleveland are 
willing to pay to the maximum extent 
feasible and required for the education of 
our children in Cleveland, we do not yet 
have sufficient resources locally to 
maintain a minimum, adequate educa
tion program. 

My community is in full support of 
H.R. 7819 as reported by the House Edu
cation and Labor Committee. It is my 
hope that this proposal will J;>e reported 
out. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
not take long to voice my views on the 
major controversy surrounding this 
bill-the substitute bill which we all un-

derstand the distinguished gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. QUIE] will be offer
ing sometime during the debate this 
week. 

I shall vote against the amendment of 
the gentleman from Minnesota. I shall 
vote against it for ·the simple reason that 
I am convinced that this amendment, 
however sincerely it is meant, will have 
the ultimate and unavoidable result of 
bringing crashing down on our heads 
the entire elaborate structure of Federal 
assistance to elementary and secondary 
education. 

We have built this structure, Mr. 
Chairman, painfully and with great ef
fort, over the past several years. For 
many years I sat in this House and saw 
every effort to put national resources to 
work to attack this national problem re
jected. Prior to the late 1950's, a number 
of efforts were made-unsuccessfully
to persuade the Committee on Education 
and Labor to hold hearings and report a 
bill. After the advent of the space age, · 
anp. the unbelievably belated realization 
that our national power rested on our 
national brainpower, aid to education 
bills got to the floor of the House or the 
Senate. However, year after year, they 
failed enactment in one House or the 
other. Finally, under the leadership of 
John F. Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson, 
and the support of distinguished and 
dedicated Members on both sides of the 
aisle, as well as the constructive good 
will of public and private schoolmen, 
school administrators, ~and national or
ganizations of all kinds, we found the 
formula which enabled us to surmount 
the last hurdles. At last we could begin 
the job of putting Federal funds into the 
school system. 

The devices we used are perhaps not 
symmetrical. They do not, perhaps, meet 
all the requirements that students of ad
ministration like to see on an organiza
tion chart. Our system may not be the 
simplest which man could devise. But
it has one virtue which the simpler sys
'tems cannot boast. It works. 

The Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act, as it now stands, enables us · 
to meet the constitutional objections 
which block grants might give rise to, 
were they to be made available to pri
vate schools. It enables us to make aid 
available to those millions of American 
children who attend nonpublic schools. 
The systems of categorical aid, which are 
found in the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, also make it possible
and the Quie amendment would make it 
virtually impossible-for aid to be chan
nelled where it is most needed-into the 
urban school systems, into the poor rural 
school systems, into the systems, where 
the fires of discontent smoke ·and are 
ready to burst into flame unless we con
tinue-as the present act and the com
mittee amendments would allow us-to 
cope with these problems. 

It is ironical, indeed, that the gentle
man from Minnesota is willing to sur
render, in effect, every type of control 
which this Congress has, over how the 
money we appropriate will be spent. My 
friends on the other side have been, over 
the years, consistently in favor of proper 
restrictions on the use of Federal funds. 
Usually, they want tighter restrictions 
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than I, for one, have been willing to sup
port. Yet now, with respect to this one 
area, they are will1ng to cast responsi
biUty and caution to the winds and allow 
large sums of money to be expended, 
from the Federal Treasury, without the 
slightest guarantee that they will be 
spent where the Congress wants them to 
be spent. 

Under the amendment of the gentle
man from Minnesota, we would be unable 
to determine, much less conJtrol, the ex
penditure of these funds. We would not 
know-and if we knew, we could do noth
ing about it-whether these funds were 
going into the poverty areas, or into the 
most amuent suburbs. The substitute 
amendment, which will be offered to the 
bill the committee has so carefully 
worked out, will put the Congress in the 
position of simply turning its back on 
the educational problems of the Nation. . 
and saying to the States, "You work out 
your solutions, you figure out whS~t you 
want to do, and how you're going to do 
it. We'll just pay the bills." 

Mr. Chairman, the ~ducational prob
lems of this country are not hidden from 
us. We know what they are. As legisJ.a
tors, as citizens, we have sought to cope 
with them. The Elementary and Second
ary Education Act is not, and has never 
been, a bill for Federal aid for school 
om.cials. It is a program of aid for schools, 
and, even more fundamentally, of aid for 
studenJts. I would hope that we might be 
allowed to pursue the programs we have 
so recently begun, and continue to help 
young people where they need to be 
helped, in the manner which the Con
gress has adjudged appropriate. 

The concept of · categorical aid, Mr. 
Chairman, has served us well. It has 
served us under the National Defense 
Education Act for a decade. It has served 
us under the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act for a shorter period, but · 
still long enough for us to know what we 
are getting for our money. The amend
ment of the gentleman from Minnesota 
will only serve to undermine this system. 
I believe in administrative neatness, I 
believe in devising simple systems wher
ever possible. But above all, I believe in 
Federal aid to education. I do not believe 
we should chance sacrificing the whole 
structure just for the sake of a neater 
organizS~tion chart and a simpler pro
cedure for distributing funds. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I 
have just received a telegram which re
iterates the strong support for H.R. 7819 
of the American Federation of Teachers, 
AFL-CIO, and expresses the strong op
position of this organization of American 
teachers to the amendments proposed by 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
QuiEJ and the gentlewoman from Ore
gon [Mrs. GREEN]. 

Mr. Chairman, the text of this tele
gram follows: 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, 
Washington, D.C., May 22,1967. 

Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS, 
Longworth House Ojftce Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The American Federation of Teachers, 
AFL-CIO, reiterates its strong support for 
H.R. 7819 and fts vigorous opposition to the 
proposed Quie substitute amendment. In 
like manner we completely and unalterably 
oppose the amendment sponsored by Con-

gresswoman Edith Green. Enactment of the 
Green amendment will so cripple the esta<b
lished desegregation guidelines as to nullify 
their effectiveness. The National Education 
Association, in announcing its support of the 
Gr.een amendment not only switched its 
stated position, but also participated in an 
unconscionable surrender to antiprogressive 
and antidesegregation forces. We commend 
you and fully support you in your unwaver
ing stand for sound Federal aid legislation. 

CHARLES CoGEN, 
President. 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Chairman, the 
following is a detailed explanation of the 
Quie amendment: 

THE QUIE AMENDMENT 

GENERAL OUTLINE 

The amendment takes effeot in fiscal 1969, 
not ftscal1968. It authorizes an appropriation 
of $3 billion in fiscal 1969, and such sums as 
may be necessary for each year thereafter. 
to consolidate titles I (for deprived children). 
n (textbooks and library materials), m 
(supplemental centers) and V (aid to State 
education departments) of the Elementary
Secondary Education Act under a single title, 
and to fund other special programs needed 
in a given State. All programs would be ad
ministered through a single State plan sub
mitted by the State educational agency and 
approved by the Commissioner of Education. 

Education of handicapped children and 
the Teacher Corps would not be affected by 
the amendment. 

DISTRIBUTION FORMULA 

Under the present Act grants are made in 
Title I to individual school districts or coun
ties based primarily upon 1959 census data. 
The Quie Amendment adopts the formula 
used in title m of the National Defense Edu
cation Act for a block grant to each State 
based upon the number of school-age chil
dren and personal income per child in that 
State. This formula would replace four sepa
rate allocation formulas under the present 
Act, and the result favors low income States. 
The Oouncil of Chief state School Ofilcers 
has commented that the Quie formula 
"would eliminate V·ast inequities." To avoid 
hardship in States that might lose money 
under the Quie Amendment, a speclflc pro
vision requires that no State shall receive le8s 
money than allotted in fiscal year 1968. 

USES OF THE FUNDS 

The amendment follows the Act in specif
ically continuing special programs now au
thorized under separate grants, and it adds 
authority for in-service teacher training, 
counseling and guidance work, and other 
special programs the States and localities 
might devise. The amendment would not au
thorize general aid, such as for raising teach
ers• salaries or general school construction. 
But it does give a gre81t deal more latitude 
for State and local initiative in determining 
the best use of funds in a State or locality. 

PROGRAMS FOR DEPRIVED CHILDREN 

The amendment continues a major focus 
on deprived children, requiring that each 
State spend at least one-half its allotment 
on special programs for the educationally 
deprived child carried out by local school 
districts having a high concentration of such 
children. Since another 7 per cent must be 
reserved for title n type projects (textbooks, 
etc.), a State could spend a maximum of 93 
per cent of its funds on school programs for 
deprived children. 

PRIORITY FOR NEEDIEST SCHOOLS 

The present title I of the Act scatters 
funds indiscriminately among over 90% of 
the school districts, including the wealthiest 
and the poorest. The amendment directs 
each State to give priority to those school 
districts confronted with the most urgent 
educational needs. Such needs would be 

measured by factors such as "heavy concen
trations of economically and culturally de
prived children, rapid increases in school en
rollment and areas of economic depression ... 
The priorities apply to all funds in the four 
major titles of ESEA and would concentrate 
funds in inner-city slum schools and in im
poverished rural areas to a greater extent 
than under the present AQt. 

PRIVATE SCHOOL PARTICIPATION 

The amendment continues the Act's bene
fits for private school puptls, requiring the 
State plan to provide for special arrangements 
for such children on an equitable basis. It 
expands these benefits by providing for the 
loan of laboratory and other instructional 
equipment on the same basis as textbooks 
and library materials are now supplied, and 
it requires special arrangements for all school 
programs funded under the Act (rather than 
merely programs for deprived children). 
Since the programs authorized are special 
programs, with separate commingling of 
funds, State legal restrictions on the use of 
State funds to aid private school pupils 
would not apply. 

FLEXIBILrrY IN ADMINISTRATION 

As noted, the .amendment provides far · 
greater flexibility in I;neeting State and local 
needs. For example, it returns administration 
of the title m supplemental centers to the 
States, so .that they can be set up to fit State 
patterns of school organization within each 
State. Also, except for the minimums set for 
special programs for deprived pupils and in
structional materials and equipment, it per
mits shifting empl).a.sis among programs to 
meet local needs. This cannot be done under 
the present Act. 

CONSOLIDATION OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

The Oftlce of Education administers more 
than 30 separate grants in elementary and , 
secondary education alone. The Quie Amend
ment is the minimum step that should be 
taken now to cut down this maze of Federal 
aids by consolidating those in this Act. If 
this small step cannot be taken, the likely 
alternative is that these separate, narrow 
grants wm grow in number with the conse
quent increase in paperwork, red tape, and 
Federal controls. This single consolidation 
would save many millions of dollars in un
necessary administrative costs and would 
greatly simplify Federal aid for schools. The 
alternative is increasingly rigid, more restric
tive legislation for each small segment of the 
total educa tlonal program. 

FALSE ALLEGATIONS ABOUT THE QuiE 
AMENDMENT 

ALLEGATION 

1. Private school students would be eUmi
nated or unfairly treated under the Quie 
Amendment. It would destroy the carefully 
devised Church-State compromise in ESEA. 

Answer 
The Quie Amendment adopts exactly the 

same procedure as ESEA requiring State and 
local pubUc school officials to provide equita
bly for private school students. The Quie 
Amendment actually expands the type of 
services that must be made available to pri
vate school students. Those making this ar
gument are, in effect, contending that any 
increased discretion to State and local offi
cials jeopardizes private school students. 

ALLEGATION 

2. Some States Will get less money under 
the Quie formula. 

Answer 
Most States will get more money under the 

Quie formula. No State can get less than it 
received in fiscal1968. 

ALLEGATION 

3. Provisions for handicapped chlldren and 
the Teacher Corps will be eliminated by the 
Quie Amendment. 
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Answer 
The Quie Amendment does not a.1Iect ei-ther 

handicapped children or the Teacher Corps. 
ALLEGATION 

4. Cities and educationally deprived chil
dren will receive less money under the Quie 
Amendment. 

Answer 
The Quie Amendment requires that at least 

50% of the money be spent on educationally 
deprived children under State plans. In ad
dition, all of the money must give highest 
priority to "heavy concentrations of econom
ically and culturally deprived children, areas 
of rapid . increase in school enrollment and 
areas of econolllic depression." 

ALLEGATION 
5. The Quie Amendment will make it easier 

to evade civil rights guidelines. 
Answer 

The Quie Amendment does not in any way 
alter civil rights enforcement under title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act. 

ALLEGATION 
6. The Quie Amendment will be harsher 

on States alleged to be discrlminating be
cause it would permit denial of funds to 
an entire State when a single school district 
is found to discriminate. 

Answer 
The Quie Amendment does not alter basic 

law in this respect. The Administration now 
has authority to deny funds State-wide but 
has never used it. 

ALLEGATION 
7. The Quie Amendment would delay funds 

and disrupt programs now under way. 
Answer 

The opposite is true. The Quie Amend
ment would not take effect until fiscal year 
1969. Upon approval of State plans admin
istration would be greatly sittlplified and 
funds available without massive filings and 
repetitious review by administrators. 

ALLEGATION 
8. The Quie Amendment would provide 

general aid for teachers' salaries and school 
construction, thus depriving private school 
students who cannot qualify for such direct 
grants. · 

Answer 
The Quie Amendment does not provide 

general aid for teachers' sa.lartes or school 
construction. Special programs would qual
ify, as under the present Act, for special 
construction to meet special problems. 

ALLEGATION 
9. The Qule Amendment has had no hear

ings and provides complicated changes that 
should be only adopted after careful delib
eration. 

Answer 
The Quie Amendment is simple and 

straightforward. It adopts the basic procedure 
of the present Act and an allocation formula 
long applauded in NDEA. Most witnesses 
testified favorably as to its objectives. The 
major change in the Quie Amendment is to 
provide flexibility for local and State edu
cators to meet their own priorities. The 
Higher Education Act, Vocational Education
al Act and Manpower Development and 
Training Act, all were written by committee 
or on the House Floor. They never received 
comlllitte hearings, as such, in their final 
form. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. ALBERT) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. PRICE of 

CXIII--844--Part 10 

Illinois, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 7819) to strengthen and improve 
programs of assistance for elementary 
and secondary education by extending 
authority for allocation of funds to be 
used for education of Indian children and 
children in overseas dependents schools 
of the Depantment of Defense, by e~tend
ing and amending the National Teacher 
Corps program, by providing assistance 
for comprehensive educational planning, 
and by improving programs of education 
for the handicapped; to improve author
ity for assistance to schools in federally 
impacted areas and areas suffering a 
major disaster; and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Spe~er, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
who have spoken today may have 5legis
lative days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
matter on the bill H.R. 7819. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

SUBMISSION OF CONFERENCE RE
PORT AND STATEMENT TO AC
COMPANY S. '666-AUTHORIZING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR DEFENSE 
PROCUREMENT AND RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1968 
Mr. HARDY (on behalf of Mr. RIVERS) . 

submitted a conference report and state
ment on the bill <S. 666) to ~authorize ap
propriations during the fiscal year 1968 
for procurement of aircvaf.t, missiles, 
naval vessels, and ·tracked combat ve
hicles, and research, development, test, 
and evaluation for the- Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes. 

RELIABILITY OF THE M-16 RIFLE 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, the 

Members of the House, as well as mil
lions of Americans, have been greatly 
disturbed over recent reports that the 
M-16 rifle presently being used in Viet
nam is unreliable. A special subcommit
tee of the Armed Services Committee of 
the House under Representative !cHORD 
is presently holding hearings concern
ing the M-16. I have, this morning, 
brought to the attention of Secretary 
of Defense McNamara and the !chord 
committee disturbing information that 
has come into my hands concerning our 
fighting in Vietnam in general, and the 
M -16 rifle in particular. 

These are some excerpts from this dis
turbing letter from one of our fighting 
men: 

I can just see the paper back home now. 
Enemy casualties heavy, Marine casualties 
light. Let me give you some statistics and 
you decide if they were light. We left with 
close to 1,400 men in our battalion and came 
back with half. We left with 250 men in our 
company and came back with 107. We left 
with 72 men in our platoon and came back 
with 19. Believe it or not, you know what 
killed most of \18-our own rtfies. Before we 
left Okinawa we were all issued the new rifle, 
the M-16. Practically every one of our dead 
was found with his rifle torn down next to 
him where he was trying to fix it. 

I have asked the Secretary to supply 
me with some speedy answers as to the 
reliability of the M-16, the amount of 
testing that was done before it was is
sued, and the extent of its present use in 
Vietnam. I hope the answers come 
quickly and will indicate our men are 
being provided with the type of equip
ment they deserve to have available to 
them. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent to include copies of the letter f•rom 
the servicemen and my letters to Secre
tary McNamara a"nd Representative 
!cHORD. Included also is a copy of an ar
ticle from the Asbury Park Evening 
Press of May 20, 1967: 

DEAR---: I just got your letter today 
aboard ship. We've been on an operation 
ever since the 21st of last month. I can just 
see the papers back ~ome now-Enemy cas
ualties heavy Martne casu~ltie$ light. Let llle 
give you some statistics and you decide if 
they were light. We left with close to 1400 
men in our bat1ialion and came back with 
half. We left with 250 men in our company 
and came back with 107 .. We left with 72 
men in our platoon and came back with 19. I 
knew I was pressing my luck. They finally 
got me. It wasn't too bad though, I just 
caught a little shrapnel. I wish I oould say 
the same for all my buddies. 

The ratio was something like 8 to 1 con
firmed. We don't know how many they 
dragged away. It was a lot from ·all the blood 
we saw, believe it or not, you know what 
killed most of us? Our own rifles. Before we 
left Okinawa, we were all issued this new 
rifte, the M-16. Practically every one of our 
dead was found with his rifle torn down next 
to him where he had been trying to fix it. 
There was a newspaper woman with us pho
tographing all this and the pentagon found 
out about it and won't let her publish the 
pictures. They say they don't want to get 
the American people upset. Isn't that a 
laugh? 

All this just because we had to take some 
hills with numbers on them. The ones we 
caught hell on were 861 and 881. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., May 22,1967. 
Hon. ROBERT S. McNAMARA, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Enclosed you will 
find a very disturbing letter and news re
lease from the Asbury Park Evening Press of 
Saturday, May 20, 1967, concerning the re
liability of the M-16 rifle presently being used 
by our forces in Viet Nam. 

I would appreciate an early reply from you 
as to the accuracy of the statements as well 
as the reliab111ty of the M-16. Specifically 
I would like to know whether the rifle is 
reliable, whether the difficulty suggested 
in the letter is being faced by our troops, 
the amount of testing of the rifle that took 
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place before it was supplied to our men and 
the present evaluation by your Department 
of the weapon. 

I also request to be informed if photo
graphs of this situation had been taken as 
suggested by the letter and have been SUP
pressed by any agency representing our gov
ernment. 

I am sure you are well aware that the 
American people are quite concerned about 
the controversy surrounding the M-16 and 
trust you w1ll favor me with an early reply 
to my questions. 

Respectfully yours, 
JAMES J. HOWARD, 
Member of Congress. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washtngtcm, D.C., May22, 1967. 

Hon. RicHARD H. !cHoRD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washtngtcm, D.C. 

DEAR CoNGRESSMAN !CHORD: The enclosed 
information is being sent to you in connec
tion with the investigation your subcom
mittee is presently holding concerning the 
M-16 rifl.e. 

If I can 'be of any help to the subcom
mittee, please do not fail to call upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES J. HowAJU>, 
Member of Congress. 

CmCAGO'S MEMORABLE TESTI
MONIAL DINNER TO JOSEPH J. 
LAMORTE 
Mr. O'HARA of Dlinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks a;t this point in the REcoRD and 
indude extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection of ·the request of the gentleman 
from Dlinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'HARA of Dl1nois. Mr. Speaker, 

hanging on the wall of my omce in the 
Rayburn Building is a photograph of 
Joseph J. LaMorte, one of the giants in 
the labor movement and chairman of the 
AFL-clo's Second Congressional Dis
trict COPE Committee in Chicago. Mr. 
LaMorte was a vibrant and dynamic fac
tor in my primary election campaign of 
last year. Last Saturday he was tendered 
a testimonial dinner on his 25th anni
versary as a staff man of the United 
Steelworkers of America. It was the big 
event in Chicago last weekend and I was 
privtleged, honored, and happy to be 
present. I was especially fortunate to be 
seated by the side of the channing Mrs. 
Joseph LaMorte and near his daughter, 
Suzanne, Mrs. Arnie Lehto, a high school 

CAUSING DEATHs-MARINE HITS FA'OLTY RIFLE English teacher, and his SOn, Richard 
"Believe it or not, do you know what killed LaMorte, a senior in Bogan High School. 

most of us? Our own rifle. · An older son, Charles LaMorte, petty 
"Before we left Okinawa we were all issued omcer, second class, u.s. Navy, is now on 

the new rUle, the M-16. 
"Practically every one of our dea.d was sea duty· 

found with his ri:tle torn down next to him Edward Sadlowski, president of Local 
where he had been trying to fl.x it. Union No. 65, United Steelworkers of 

"There was a newspaper wo:ma.n with us America, was the able and eloquent 
photographing all this and the Pentagon toastmaster, and the orator of the ceca
found out about it and won't let her publlsh sion was Joseph Germano, director, Dis
the pictures. They say they don't want to get tri t N 31 u 'ted ste 1 k · f 
the American people upset. c . o. , . m e wor ers o 

"Isn't that a laugh!" America, who paid Mr. LaMorte the high-
So wrote a Marine from Vietnam to his . est of compliments and spoke touchingly 

family in the Shore area. His parents said the of his long association with Joe LaMorte 
public should be made aware o~ this but in the good works of the steelworkers. 
asked that their son's identity not be dts- The invocation was by an old and 
closed for fear of reprisals against him. beloved friend in labor's cause, Msgr. 

YEAR m viETNAM Daniel M. Cantwell, pastor of ~t. Clo-
The Marine is neither a newcomer to the •tilde's Roman Catholic Church, and 

service nor to service in Vietnam. He has the benediction by ·another stout and 
been in the Ma.rtnes since 1962 and has spent warmly esteemed friend of the steel
more than a year in Vietnam. workers, the Reverend Edward Williams, 

As his mother phrased it: 
"Just as anyone in a particular llne o:f pastor of Prayer Band Pentecostal 

work is acquainted with the equipment he Church. 
works with, so a Marine who h-as to use a gun Xavier "Sailor" Smykowski, president 
knows all about it." of Local Union · No. 1033, United Steel-

The Marine, in his letter, also questioned workers of America, was cochairman of 
whether the American public was being told the dinner. 
the truth about casualties among United After the dinner and the ceremonies 
States forces. 

Before commenting about the M-16 rifie, there was dancing until 1 a.m., with 
which is being investigated by the House music by Edward Lis and the Interna
Armed Services subcommittee because of re- tionals. It was a great and memorable 
ports the rifie jams easily, the Marine wrote: night, a recognition of 25 years of dedi-

LOST HALF cated labor by a great and noble man. 
"We left with close to 1,400 men in our Mr. Speaker, I am extending my re-

battalion and came back with half."· marks to include a biography of Joseph J. 
He also reported statistics at the company LaMorte that should be an inspiration 

and platoon levels indicating equally high to all. 
casualties. 

It was then he posed the question whether 
the folks at home "know what killed most 
of us." 

At the same time he noted that while 
American casualties were high, "the ratio (of 
enemy casualties) was something like 8 to 1 
confirmed. 

"We don't know how xna.ny they dragged 
away but it was a lot from all the blood we 
saw. 

"Oh, well, I guess no one cares to hear 
about this kind of stu1f." 

BIOGRAPHY OF JOSEPH J. LAMORTE 

Joe LaMorte was born on November 16, 
1906 of Italtan immigrants in Dunmore, a 
suburb of Scranton, in the heart of the 
anthracite coal mining region of northeast
ern Pennsylvania, It was there he attended 
grammar school going on to Dunmore High 
School from which he graduated in 1923. 

Mr. LaMorte learned o:f unions at an early 
age. His father became a coal miner and a 
member of the United Mine Workers shortly 
after arriving in America. Two older brothers 

also were coal miners and UMW A members 
while two other brothers were members at 
the brot~erhoods b.y virtue of their employ
ment on the railroad. Joe himself became a 
member of the United Mine Workers when 
he followed in his father's footsteps as a 
coal miner. 

After a short stint in the mines after fin
Ishing high school, Joe decided !there must 
be other ways to earn a living than going 
far below the earth's surface. He left the 
mines and went to work for the Atlantic 
and Pacific Tea Company as a shipping clerk 
in the company's Scranton warehouse. 

From there he moved on to become a baker 
in the company's shops in Scranton and 
later in Pittsburgh and Jacksonville, Florida. 
The work had little appeal to Mr. LaMorte 
so back he went to the mines once more. 

In 1935, he left tJ:le mines for good, mov
ing on to Pittsburgh where he secured em
ployment as a roll grinder in the Hazelwood 
plant of the Jones and Laughlin Steel Cor
poration. 

LaMorte and the Steel Workers Organizing 
Committee, the forerunner of the present 
United Steelworkers of America, came to the 
J & L plant at the same time. It was not long 
before he was in the thick of the campaign 
to organize his fellow-workers into a SWOC 
local and to bring a measure of industrial 
democracy to this company and lts opera
tions. 

He played a major part in the successful 
organizing drive that led to a victory in the 
election conducted by the National Labor Re
lations Board and the establishment of Local 
1843. He subsequently served as a grievance 
committeeman, recording secretary and presi
dent of ·the local. 

Mr. LaMorte's leadership abtlities were rec
ognized and in 1942 Ph111p Murray, president 
ot the United Steelworkers of America ap
pointed LaMorte to a full-time position as 
a staff representative. He was assigned to 
District 22 with headquarters in Huntington, 
W.Va. working under the direction of Direc
tor William Mackey. 

Shortly thereafter, Mackey placed LaMorte 
in charge of the union's operations in the 
Charleston, W. Va. area extending up and 
down the Kanawha River Valley. He was 
elected president of the Kanawha Valley In
dustrial Union Council and vice president of 
the West Virginia State Industrial Union 
Council. 

During World War Two, he served as a 
labor member of the West Virginia Regional 
War Labor Board and as a member of the 
West Virginia State 01flce of Price Adminis
tration. 

When District 22 was merged with Dfs,trict 
23 following World War Two, LaMorte was 
a.ssigned to an organizing team to finish the 
task of bringing the balance of the aluminum 
industry into the Union. In 1946 he was 
transferred to District 31, the Chicago-Calu
met Distric·t of the Steelworkers. In his work 
for the union on the west side of Ohicago, 
he w,as responsible for the organtzing of many 
plants. He subsequently accepted an assign
ment from District 31 Director Joseph Ger
mano to service local unions. He established 
an outstanding record as a negotiator of con
tracts and in providing leadership for the 
locals under his charge. 

In 1957, Director Germano placed Mr. La
Morte in charge of the District 31 o1flce in 
South Chicago and tt 1s this position that he 
now occupies. He is presently the chairman 
of the AFL-CIO's Second Oongresslonal Dis
triqt COPE Committee. He served as a labor 
representative on the executive board of Blue 
Shield. 

Mr. LaMorte marrted Marjorie Blackney of 
Dunmore in 1938. He is the f.a.ther of one 
daughter, Suzanne, married, and living in 
De Ka.lb, Dl., and two sons, Charles, serving 
in the U.S. Navy and Richard, a student at 
Bogan High School in Chicago. 
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THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE 

EAST IS PERILOUS 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and 'extend my remarks, 
and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is rthere 
objection to the request of rthe gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the situation 

in the Middle East is perilous-Egyp
tian troops are massing on Israel's bor
ders; the United Nations Emergency 
Forces have been withdrawn in what I 
regard as a regrettable action on the 
part of U.N. Secretary General U Thant; 
and, of course, the Syrians, whose ter
rorism ignited the latest fiareup, are 
ready to move. 

Mr. Speaker, since the State of Israel 
was established in 1948, four Presidents 
of the United States, Truman, Eisen
hower, Kennedy, and Johnson, have 
made clear our commitment to the pres
ervation of the territorial integrity of Is
rael, the only democracy in the Middle 
East. 

In 1950, the United States joined Great 
Britain and France in the Tripartite 
Declaration, which made this clear. 

It said in part: 
The three governments, should they find 

that any of these states was preparing to 
violate frontiers or armistice lines, would, 
consistently with their obligations as mem
bers of the United Nations, immediately take 
action, both within a.nd outside the United 
Nations, to prevent such violation. 

On May 8, 1963, the late President 
Kennedy made crystal clear that we 
would act promptly if Israel were at
tacked. He said: 

In the event · of aggression or preparation 
for aggressi.on, whether direct or indirect, we 
would support appropriate measures in the 
United Nations, adopt other courses of ac
tion on our own to prevent or to put a stop 
to such aggression; which, of course, has 
been the policy which the United States has 
followed for some time. 

President Johnson reaffirmed this com
mitment in 1964 and 1966. On August 2, 
1966, when President Shazar, of Israel, 
visited Washington, President Johnson 
said: 

As our beloved, g.rea.t 1a te PresideDJt, John 
F. Kennedy, said on May 8, 1963, as a dec
laration of the leader of this country and 
as a spokesman for thds la.nd: "We support 
the security of both Israel and he.r neigh
bors. We strongly oppose the use of force or 
the threa.t of force 1n the Near East." We 
subscribe to tha..t policy. 

Mr. Speaker, at this critical moment 
I call upon President Johnson to reaffrm 
our policy-which hal) been the policy of 
all administrations since 1948, and to 
make it clear we will keep our commit
ment and oppose any aggression against 
Israel. 

I urge the U.S. Government to use all 
of its infiuence to urge Britain, France, 
and the Soviet Union to do everything 
they can to lessen tensions. The Soviet 
Union, which has supported the arms 
race in the Middle East by providing 
weapons to the Arab States, should be 
asked to meet in a conference with the 
other three nations in an effort to pre-

vent the use of force and the violation 
of the borders of Israel. 

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, steps 
should be taken to reinstate a United 
Nations presence on the border of Egypt 
and Israel. The United Nations Emer
gency Forces should not have been with
drawn so precipitously. 

GUN CONTROL LAWS DO WORK 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include an editorial. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, two 

murderers, five dope addicts, two rapists, 
seven former mental patients, four peo
ple convicted on intent to kill, 16 per
sons wilth previous reco:~;ds for illegally 
carrying concealed and deadly weapons, 
two habitual drunks, 22 persons with 
convictions for aggravated assault and 
battery, 25 burglars, and 13 robbers re
cently have been denied the "right" to 
purchase firearms. 

They were denied this "right" under 
Philadelphia's new firearms ordinance-
the first law ever enacted in the United 
States to regulate the purchase of rifles 
and shotguns as well as handguns. 

In the first year and a half of its life, 
the ordinance prevented 110 convicted 
criminals fr.om purchasing guns locally. 
These criminals were among the 139 peo
ple who were denied permits out of a 
total of 5,(}34 prospective gun purchasers. 

These figures were compiled by Carl 
Bakal, author of "The Right To Bear 
Arms." Mr. Bakal recently wrote an 
article entitled "Do Gun Control Laws 
Really Work?" which appeared in the 
Apri122 issue of 1/he Saturday Revdew. 

FBI records show that the number of 
murders in Philadelphia during the first 
9 months of last year dropped 17 percent 
below the corresponding figure for the 
previous year while the number in the 
Nation as a whole jumped 9 percent. 
Murders in Phoenix, Ariz., rose 32 per
cent and those in Houston-the scene 
last week of a gun battle between stu
dents and police in which one policeman 
was k1lled and two other policemen and 
a student were wounded-skyrocketed 59 
percent. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe these figures con
stitute evidence that gun-control laws do 
work. Indeed, I would say they would be 
worth the inconvenience they cause law
abiding citizens if they prevented only 
one crime of violence. 

On the heels of the Philadelphia ordi
nance, the State of New Jersey enacted 
a firearms control law. Effective as they 
are, they suffer because of the absence of 
equally stringent local or State regula
tions in other jurisdictions. Only seven 
States require a permit for the purchase 
of hand guns. None but New Jersey re
quires a permit for the purchase of shot
guns and rifies. We have no Federal law 
controlling the shipment of firearms 
across State lines. 

One Philadelphian denied a police per
mit to purchase a pistol because of the 

new Philadelphia ordinance, obtained a 
gun outside the city and used it to mur
der his wife. 

I think it is significant to note Mr. 
Bakal's account of an earlier Philadel
phia effort to enact a gun-control law. 
He reports how this effort was thwarted 
and cites "the well-organized lobby led 
by the National Rifle Association." He re
calls that an NRA legislative bulletin list
ing the names and phone numbers of 
all Philadelphia's councilmen was dis
patched to the city. This sparked 'an 
avalanche of protest calls the entire 
weekend preceding the scheduled hear-
1ngs on the bill. 

The author recounts: 
Local sportsmen called the bill "Com

munist inspired," echoing an NRA charge 
made 5 years before against a proposed 
statewide registration law: "it is common 
knowledge that one of the tenets of the 
Communist Party 1s the disarming of local 
citizens through registration of firearms." 

Mr. Bakal also describes a February 
9, 1965, hearing in Philadelphia City Hall 
and noted: 

The abundance of literature passed around 
included a freshly issued National Rlfie 
Association legislative bulletin, the fifth to 
be dispatched to the organization's members 
in the Phlladelphia area since May, 1964. 

The National Rifle Association, of 
course, today enjoys a tax-exempt status 
as a social welfare organization. on 
May 15 I asked the Internal Revenue 
Commissioner to review the NRA's tax 
status. 

The more I study this whole matter, 
the more convinced I am of the need for 
Federal firearms legislation. As a con
sequence, I am cosponsoring Chairman 
CELLER's gun control bill. And I do hope 
we can have action on this much-needed 
measure during this session of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I include Carl Bakal's 
illuminating article, following my re
marks: 
THE PHILADELPHIA STORY: Do GUN CONTROL 

LAWS REALLY WoRK? 
(By Carl Bakal) 

During the long hot summer of 1964, an 
orgy of shootings took place in Philadelphia 
that would have put Dodge City to shame, 
and certainly belled the venerable reputation 
of America's first metropolis as the City of 
Brotherly Love. In one of the city's taprooms, 
two bibulous brothers created a disturbance 
that culminated in a fellow tippler's run
ning out to his car, taking a .25-caliber pistol 
out of the glove compartment, and shooting 
the brothers dead. A few weeks later, a de
ranged seventy-two-year-old Philadelphian, 
using a .22-caliber revolver he customarily 
carried in his belt, shot to death a forty-six
old housewife who had spurned his advances. 
Then on July 30, Detec·tive Lt. Daniel J. Mc
cann, a thirty-seven-year-old police oftlcer 
and father of three, was shot and killed by a 
woman he had just evicted from a bar be
cause of complaints that she was annoying: 
customers. The murder weapon was a .38-
caliber pearl-handled revolver that th& 
woman, a former resident of a correctional' 
institution, had bought in a local gun shop. 
several months before with scarcely more· 
difficulty than would have been entailed in. 
buying a new hat. 

The McCann murder, coming as it did on 
the heels ot the shootings described and per
ha..ps a half-dozen others, was to have far
reaching impl1c81tions. For it sparked a cam
paign that led to the enactment of the most 



13384' CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE May 22, 1967 
stringent gun-control law in the nation's 
history, one thwt bas been cited as a mOdel 
measure for other cities and even states. 
How it was enacted provides an object lesson 
of how courageous and dedicated civic lead
ers can arouse the ordinarily apathetic 
public. 

Public opinion polls taken after the Ken
nedy aasassination, duplicating the results 
of a previous poll taken four years before, 
revealed at least 75 per cent of the people 
(90 per cent in Eas·tern cities) to be in favor 

·of a Law requiring a police permit for the 
purchase of any gun. But this reported senti
ment was not transla.ted into the popular 
clamor that weighs so heavily in the deci
siorus made by legislators. In fact, only several 
months before the McCann mmder, Phila
delphia's City Council President Paul D'Or
ton:a. bad proposed an ordinance aimed at 
keeping guns out of the hands of the homi
cidally bent, the mentally unstable, and the 
irresponaible. Inspired by the terrible tragedy 
in Dallaa the preceding November, the pro
posed ordinance required the registration of 
all firearms. 

At the time, Philadelphia law required a 
police permit only to carry a handgun con
cealed, but no permit to carry one about 
openly 1n the street or to· keep one at home. 
The tolerant state law imposed on would-be 
handgun purchasers only the minor incon
venience of waiting forty-eight hours for de
livery a!ter IDling out a perfunctory applica
tion form for the police to check. But appli
cants were not required to furnish finger
prints or photographs, and so no meaningful 
check could be made for a criminal record. 
Lieutenant McCann's slayer, for example, a 
Mrs. Yolanda Federico O'Donnell, by filing 
her application under her married name, had 
been able to conceal the fact that she had a 
police record in New Jersey under her maiden 
name. Rifies and shotguns, which were to 
figure in 135 of Philadelphia's homicides, 
robberies, and assaults during 1964, were not 
covered by either state or local law, an over
sight that the proposed D'Ortona ordinance 
sought to correct. 

The D'Ortona bill's chances, however, were 
weakened by several circumstances. One, as 
D'Ortona later conceded, is that he had 
drawn up and presented his blll hastily, 
without consulting most of the city's key 
civic organizations or giving them adequa.te 
advance notice of the public hearing in May. 
There is also some indication of wbat could 
be called a communications breakdown be
tween D'Ortona and Mayor James H. J. 
Tate-his rival as the city's leading Demo
cra'li--end the Mayor's Law Enforcement 
Committee, whose monthly meetings ordi
narily brought together not only the Mayor 
and the City Council President but also the 
cl:ty's police commissioner, district attorney, 
chief magistrate, superintendent of prisons, 
judges, and officials of the Crime Commis
sion and other civic organizations and city 
agencies concerned wf.th crime and law en
forcement and, which, since the Kennedy 
assassination, had been considering legisla
tive proposals to regulate the purchase and 
ownership of firearms. 

On the other side, meanwhile, stood the 
well organized lobby led by the National Rifie 
Association. With the dispatch to the Phila
delphia area of an NRA legislative bulletin 
listing the names and phone numbers of all 
the city's councilmen, the latter were 
swamped with protest calls the entire week
end preceding the scheduled hearing on the 
D'Ortona bill. Council member Mrs. Virginia 
Knauer recalls, "I spent so much time on the 
phone Sunday that I burned my roast." As 
even an NRA partisan concedes, "Midnight 
telephone calls, threats, browbeating-no 
wrong-headed tactic was neglected by the 
people fighting to prevent adoption of the 
law." 

Yet they succeeded. The hearing was 
packed by some 300 gun buffs and dealers. 

D'Ortona three times threatened to clear 
the room because of the noise from specta
tors. Local sportsmen called the bill "Com
munist-inspired," echoing an NRA charge 
made five years before against a proposed 
statewide registration law: "It is common 
knowledge that one of the tenets o! the 
Communist party is the disarming of loyal 
citizens through registration of firearms." 
Other sportsmen repeated the canard that 
•registration is unconstitutional, and one 
local hunter With the felicitous name of 
Starling crisply pointed out that a registra
tion law would have little or no effect on 
criminals and would serve only to harass the 
law-abiding citizens who would obey it. 

"This simple-minded tautology," the 
Greater Philadelphian magazine later com
mented, "could be used against the enact
ment of any law, regardless of its merit. It 
might be argued with equal logic that it 
makes no sense to have a law against, say, 
bigamy, because it would not be obeyed by 
crim.inaJ.s. It also supposes that a group of 
individuals can be easily divided into two 
clear-cut groups-criminals and law-abid
ing citizens." 

However, after hearing only five of the 
fifty-seven scheduled witnesses, D'Ortona 
abruptly withdrew his measure. Police Com
missioner Howard R. Leary (now New York 
City's Police Commissioner) , who testified 
that "registration would aid the depart
ment," was the sole witness who came to 
speak in behalf of the measure. 

Even right after the McCann murder there 
still was no great outpouring of civic senti
ment for firearms controls. D'Ortona, asked 
if he would reintroduce his bill, recalled his 
virtually lone stand at the May hearing and 
the fact that he had not received a single 
letter or phone call demanding enactment 
of his bill. "I won't do it on my own again," 
he said, noting that his mailbox was still as 
empty and his phone still as silent as it had 
been since the Kennedy assassination. "We've 
had a President slain and now a fine detective 
kllled, and still I don't get one le'tter," he 
said. "Where does the public stand? Where 
are all the goodie-goodies? Let the people 
write, make calls, statements, and create pub
lic support that I didn't have before. It is 
senseless for me to reintroduce the ordinance 
now and have the same thing happen again." 
The city's Crime Commission and the Admin
istration also should bolster any request for 
gun legislation, he added. 

In August the Philadelphia Bulletin stated: 
"It is just possible that Mayor James H. J. 

Tate, the City Council, the Fraternal Order 
of Police, and civic organizations that failed 
to speak up in favor of such an ordinance 
in May can see to it that Lieutenant Mc
Cann's death, which at this moment appears 
to have served no purpose, can be the trigger 
that will lead to legislation that may save 
the lives of other police officers and civ111ans 
as well. Certainly, tighter regulations will not 
deter most criminals from getting their hands 
on weapons 1f they are determined to do so. 
But why make it easy for them-and for the 
unstable, unbalanced element that is every 
bit as dangerous?" 

Slowly, the murder of one of the city's 
police officers began to stimulate what the 
assassination of a President could not bring 
aboutr-a swell1ng of local sentiment in favor 
of a change in weapons regulation laws. "I'm 
shocked and horrified by the senseless slaying 
of Lt. Daniel J. McCann," Mayor Tate now 
said. "This type of lawlessness is an outrage 
against every decent citizen and we must do 
everything in our power to prevent such 
tragedies. We already have laws that provide 
stiff penalties for those who carry 'concealed 
weapons' without a license, but it is still too 
easy for anyone to walk into a store that sells 
guns and purchase one." 

The Fraternal Order of Police, understand
ably concerned about the death of a col
league, passed a resolution in early August 

decrying the "great increase" of deadly 
weapons in the hands of citizens, citing their 
hazards to police, and vowing to testify in 
favor of any new legislation. Armed with such 
words of encouragement, D'Ortona an
nounced, "I'm going to meet with Police 
Commissioner Howard R. Leary, Solicitor 
Edward G. Bauer, and members of the Crime 
Commission to see what we can work out." 

On September 3, a new ordinance was sub
mitted to the City Council, this time by 
Mayor Tate. In order to neutralize the op
position of the firearms faction, the new bill, 
Unlike the earlier ill-fated proposal, did not 
require the registration of guns already 
owned by people, but merely those newly 
acquired by purchase or transfer, either in or 
outside the city. Under the proposal the 
would-be gun owner would have to apply 
for a permit, furnishing fingerprints, photo
graphs, and the firearm's registration num
ber. The Police Department would be em
powered to refuse permits to those under 
eighteen, persons who had been convicted of 
crimes of violence, drug addicts, habitual 
drunkards, the mentally ill, and those "not 
of good moral character or those without 
proper reason for acquiring a firearm." 

In favoring the inclusion of all types of 
guns-shotguns and rifies as well as hand
guns--in the ordinance, the president of the 
Fraternal Order of Police, John Harrington, 
said: "The most dangerous weapon in use 
today is the shotgun. Yet even a teenager can 
walk into any store and purchase one. The 
pollee can do nothing. The only law under 
which a person can be arrested for carrying 
a gun is the hunting code, and even then 
the gun must be loaded." Some justifica
tion for this view came in October when a 
thirty-one-year-old divorcee, who had been 
under the care of a psychiatrist, shot and 
killed her four-year-old daughter and then 
herself with a 12-gauge shotgun delivered by 
a Northeast Philadelphia department store 
only a few hours before the shooting. 

The Philadelphia Crime Commission, a 
nonprofit, nonpolitical organization with 
counterparts in fourteen other U.S. com
munities, began an intensive campaign to 
mob111ze public support for the legislation. 
On September 18, the Commission convened 
a meeting to plan strategy and outline a 
course of action. Representatives of· more 
than twenty of the city's leading civic, fra
ternal, and religious organizations attended. 
Members of the Crime Commission made in
dividual calls on the omcers and board mem
bers of dozens of other groups such as the 
Federation of Community Councils and the 
~IO. The Commission also distributed 
literature, issued press releases, and staged 
and spoke at countless meetings. At a lunch
eon attended by the widow of Lieutenant 
McCann, Ephraim R. Gomberg, executive 
vice president of the Commission, reminded 
150 business and civic leaders that 1965 must 
"mark the end of apathy, the beginning of 
genuine public concern, and the start of a 
positive program to .bring crime under more 
effective control." No possible oource of sup
port was overlooked, no matter how small: At 
one women's club meeting, Commission Di
rector Ira H. Lennox enlisted the support 
of twenty-five West Philadelphia grand
mothers. 

As a result, 106 organizations and com
panies, representing a cross section of the 
community leadership and speaking for more 
than 1,000,000 persons, came forward in sup
port of the proposed firearms law. The groups 
ranged from the Chamber of Commerce and 
the Federation of Women's Clubs to the 
Board of Rabbis and the Amalgamated Cloth
ing Workers, and they included such busi
nesses as the Yellow Cab Company, the Re
liance Insurance Company, and Gimbel 
Brothers. The Commission asked each orga
nization to write letters to City Council 
President D'Ortona calling for the enactment 
of the ordinance. "Letters should be sent 
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immediately.'' Gomberg said in a mimeo
graphed memorandum mailed January 6, 
1965. "The last time City Council considered 
fl.rearms regulations more than a thousand 
letters in opposition to the proposals were 
received against a handful in support. The 
people of Philadelphia were silent. If we are 
to have firearms regulations we need several 
thousand letters of support." 

The Commission also urged the groups to 
send representatives to the hearing, whi-ch 
was scheduled for February 9. "What happens 
at that hearing," said the Gomberg memo
randum, "will determine whether or not 
Philadelphia law enforcement agencies are to 
be supported in their wish for an ordinance 
controll1ng the purchase of fl.rearms .... " 

Before a standing-room audience of more 
than 500, the hea-ring opened at 10 o'clock on 
February 9 in the City Council chamber of 
City Hall. The profusion of men present who 
wore plaid sportshirts made for what was 
probably the most colorful, folksiest assem
blage to be seen in the somber chamber tn 
many a year. The abundance of literature 
passed around included a freshly issued Na
tional Rifle Association legislative bulletin, 
the fifth to be dispatched to the organiza
tion's members in the Philadelphia aTea since 
May 1964. There also was material from po
litical-action and other groups, such as the 
Dan Smoot News Letter, which held that gun 
registration laws were part of an unconstitu
tional and subversive plot to disarm the 
American populace. "Basically, the only rea
son for registering privately owned firearms," 
read a statement from the Pennsylvania 
State and Fish Game Protection Association, 
"is to make it possible for the governing au
thorities, through the police whom they con
trol, to seize such weapons when, in the 
opinion of those authorities, such seizure is 
desirable." 

However, the hearing-which lasted till 2 
o'clock the morning of the following day
was not quite as one-sided as the previous 
one. Eighty-eight persons were mustered to 
speak against the ordinance-one a blind 
firearms enthusiast named John Mallon who, 
after fashioning a zip gun on the spot in 30 
seconds, held it aloft and asked: "What legis
lation is going to stop this? No one is going 
to register this." 

"I don't know what you're trying to prove," 
responded City Council President D'Ortona. 

"Close your mouth and I'll tell you," Mal
lon shot back, and he went on to compare 
D'Ortona to Adolf Hitler. Another opponent 
of the ordinance, to ·sustained and noisy ap
plause from the gallery, suggested that in its 
stead the city give thought to establishing 
gun clubs and shooting ranges-"a far better 
deterrent to crime than the ordinance." 

But on hand to speak for the measure was 
now a parade of thirty of the city's most 1llus
trious civic, religious, and business leaders, 
led by Mayor Tate himself. Admonishing the 
sportsmen for their stand, Tate declared: 
"Too long have we listened to the sportsmen's 
point of view and watched the slaughter and 
the gory statistics. Too many reckless slayings 
have been committed by people who should 
never have been allowed to possess a gun in 
the first place. Too many vicious murders 
have been committed by persons with prior 
criminal records who could not legally have 
obtained a gun here in Philadelphia had this 
proposed ordinance been in effect." 

Pointing to the fact that firearms had 
figured in many of the city's 188 homicides, 
2,753 robberies, and 4,004 aggravated assaults 
in 1964, Tate said he agreed with Police Com
missioner Leary that "if such a law prevents 
one murder or assault, it would be well worth 
it." He added that the law was not intended 
to harass or to interfere with legitimate gun 
users, but "to protect the decent citizen and 
help safeguard law-abiding families." 

"Though such an ordinance may cause 
some inconvenience to a small portion of our 
good citizens," said Archbishop John J. Krol 

of the Philadelphia Roman Catholic Arch
diocese, "the principle of licensing, which 
we accept in our community life, generally 
requires some inconveniences to secure the 
common good of all the citizens." 

The proposed ordinance was passed, With 
only minor modifications, by a vote of 17 to 
0. It went into effect in April 1965-the fl.rst 
law ever enacted in the nation to regulate 
the purchase of rifles and shotguns as well 
as handguns. 

How has the law worked out? Elements of 
the firearms fraternity have continued to 
snipe at it--one outdo~rs magazine, echoing 
dealer complaints about a loss in local gun 
sales (to whom?), recently branded the law 
a ":flop" and misquoted a Philadelphia police 
official to the effect that the law was not 
doing any of the things it was supposed to 
do. But all the available evidence indicates 
it has been a resounding success. 

In the first eighteen months of its life, 
the ordinance prevented 110 convicted crim
inals from purchasing guns locally. They 
were among the 139 people who were denied 
permits out of a total of 5,034 prospective 
gun purchasers. Among those denied the 
"right" to purchase guns were twenty-five 
burglars, thirteen robbers, twenty-two per
sons with convictions for aggravated assault 
and battery, five dope addicts, two rapists, 
two habitual drunks, seven former mental 
patients, sixteen people with previous rec
ords for 1llegally carrying concealed and 
deadly weapons, four convicted of intent to 
kill-and two murderers. 

Belying charges that the ordinance has 
had no effect on the city's incidence of crime, 
FBI records show that the number of mur
ders in Philadelphia during the first nine 
months of 1966 dropped 17 per cent below 
the corresponding figure for 1965, declining 
from 158 to 131, whereas the number in the 
nation as a whole rose 9 per cent. (The num
ber of murders in Phoenix, Arizona, rose 32 
per cent, and those in Houston, Texas-an
other city without gun controls-rose 59 per 
cent!) Significantly, only 37 per cent of 
Philadelphia's murders in 1966 involved 
guns, compared to 42 per cent the year be
fore. In Texas, guns account for nearly 70 
per cent of all murders. 

In August 1966 in New Jersey, a unique 
statewide law, comparable to the Philadel
phia ordinance, went into effect, thanks 
largely to the persistent three-year efforts 
of a courageous public official, Attorney Gen
eral Arthur J. Sills. This law, too, has been 
maligned as ineffective by gun dealers and 
the NRA, but Attorney General S1lls recently 
reported that 7 per cent of the applicants 
for permits have been turned down because 
of criminal records. One, an NRA member 
who had been convicted of a felony six years 
before, was found to have, in his home, seven 
guns, a sword with a 31-inch blade, and a 
large quantity of ammunition. Another ap
plicant, the required fingerprint check re
vealed, had been convicted of nineteen crim
inal offenses. The constitutionality of the 
law was upheld as recently as February 10, 
1967. In dismissing a suit brought by a 
group of gun dealers and sportsmen, the 
judge said that enactment of the law was 
entirely within the police powers of the state. 

To be sure, the Philadelphia and New Jer
sey laws are not completely effective, ignor
ing as they do guns already in criminal or 
otherwise unsafe hands. More important, the 
laws suffer because of the absence of equally 
stringent local or state regulations in sur
rounding or other jurisdictions (only seven 
states require a permit for the purchase of 
handguns; none but New Jersey requires a 
permit for the purchase of shotguns and 
rifles), or of a strong federal law controll1ng 
the shipment of firearms across state lines. 

Do these loopholes really matter? 
After Philadelphia adopted its ordinance, 

an enterprising firearms firm located just 
outside the city limits advertised that it 

could "guarantee all Philadelphia area resi
dents the handgun of their choice within 
forty-eight hours." The advertisement fea
tured seductirve pictures of a six-shooter and 
an automatic. One impatient Philadelphian, 
denied a police permit to purchase a pistol, 
then in fact did obtain a gun outside the 
city and used it to kill his wife. 

UNITED STATES-SOVIET RELA
TIONS AND THE EASTERN EURO
PEAN BLOC 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of ·the gentleman 
from lllinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, last week 

on the occasion of the 56th annual Pe
oria Associaition of Commerce banquet, 
Mr. William Blackie, chairman of the 
board of the Caterpillar Tr.actor Co., de
livered the principal address of the eve
ning. It was a very thought-provoking 
speech, having to do with United 
States-Soviet Union relations and the 
Eastern European bloc. 

Mr. BI.ackie has been one of those in 
the forefr~nt, advocating bridges of 
trade as our best hope for easing the ten
sions between East and West. 

In reading the text of his remarks, I 
could not help but recall my trip to the 
Soviet Union back in 1958 when, in the 
company of Mr. Dean McNaughton, edi
tor of the Pekin Times and a number of 
business and industrial leaders, we came 
to the conclusion that even then one per
ceived a very slight move toward the 
hallmark of free enterprise-incentive 
.and competition-while at the same time 
our own Government seemed to be dash
ing headlong toward a more socialistic 
society. We know that the Soviet Union 
is a long, long way from ever employing 
those tenets of free enterprise that have 
made our country what it is today, but 
competition c.an sometimes work mira
cles, and this would seem to be the roots 
upon which Mr. Blackie builds his case 
for East-West trade. 

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con
sent I include the full text of Mr. 
Blackie's speech at this point in the 
RECORD: 

TEXT OF Wn.LiAM BLACKIE'S SPEECH TO 56TH 
ANNUAL ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE BAN
QUET, PEORIA, ILL. 

"Throughout this strife-ridden world 
there 1s today one great yearning--one great 
hope: peace. But hanging over all is the 
knowledge that today men are fighting and 
dying-for what? For peace! The objective 
of war is peace. War in itself can never be 
an end. It can only be a means; but toward 
what, if it is not something which ends in 
peaceful enjoyment of the result achieved
by the side which is not the loser? 

"The objective of war by those who start 
it is to achieve peace by ultimately reestab
lishing it under a different set of conditions 
than those theretofore prevailing--condi
tions which they deem better-for their 
purpose. 

"Now there exists in the world today a 
body of thought which professes that it is 
the enlightened protagonist of a superior 
way of life-one which should be imposed 
upon those who do not choose to accept it 
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voluntarily. Its concentration occurs 1n the 
so-called Communist countries--among 
which there are two of present major sig
nificance, Soviet Russia and Communist 
China. And it 1s from either or both of these 
two sources that directly or indirectly ca.n 
be traced most of the major trials and tribu
lations which have beset worldwide inter
national relations since the end of World 
Warn. 

SOVIET ERRORS 

"If this be true, tnen two development,s of 
recent origin call for very serious attention 
by all who, like us, seek to have a world in 
whioh there shall be both peace a.nd good 
will to men: One of these is the unconcealed 
evidence that the Soviet Union and most of 
its East European ames are discovering some 
of the errors of their economic ways and are 
making appropria;te modifications of ·their 
systems. The other is that the adoption of 
these modifications accompanied by other 
departures from classical Communist dogma 
is ere a ting a widening schism between Soviet 
Russia and Red China. 

"These are the primary developments. 
Two more might be deemed secondary, 
though they are not unrelated. One of these 
is the resurgence of a spirit of nationalism 
among the separate Communist countries in 
East Europe; the other is the growing dis
affection and the resulting power struggle 
which is dividing Red China. The former of 
these, portending a disintegration of the 
Communist Bloc, is undoubtedly being en
couraged in Eastern Europe by the division
ary influence of the spilt 'between the two 
major Communist regimes; the other, the 
division within Red China, 18 caused, at 
least in part, by the same kind of reform 
movement which is going on ln Soviet Rus
sia and other East European states. 

"Take in combination and as a pref~e to 
what I am about to say, these developments 
may become compounded into the most im
portant political event of our times. 

"The schism between Soviet Russia and 
Red China is based on e. charge by the Chi
nese that in changing its ways Soviet Russia, 
in common with most of the other Com
munist countries of Eastern Europe, is de
parting from classical Marxist-Leninist doc
trine and moving toward Western-style capi
talism, while at the same time it is espous
ing the idea of peaceful coexistence with the 
capitalism. The 'crime• is called revision
ism-presumably because that is just what 
it is: a revision of earlier ideas about ways 
and means of best developing what is pre
sumably deemed to be 'the greatest good of 
the greatest number'. 

THE CHANGES 

"Among others, the changes being pro
posed or adopted in one or more of the coun
tries in Communist East Europe or the So
viet Union involve movement toward some 
of the most baste elements of a free enter
prise economy. Thus the influence of a freer 
marketplace as expressed in more flexible 
pricing would be given recognition as a nec
essary functional mechanism having the 
purpose and effect of more closely reconcil
ing supply with demand-production with 
consumption. This was an objective which 
the central planners sought, but they bogged 
down in an unmanageable morass of bu
reaucratic paper and statistics which, even 
if it could have been handled and inter
preted, would still not have put shoes on the 
feet or clothes upon the backs of people 
who did not choose to buy them because 
they did not like the fit, the style, the qual
ity or the price. There were simply too many 
unknowable and interdependent variables 
for planners, anywhere, to anticipate the 
contingS!nctes or evaluate the probab111t1es. 

"A change of this kind would operate, of 
course, to create both the need and the op
portunity for a reduction of price controls 
and price subsidies. (In Hungary, for ex-

ample, about 80 per cent of all prices have 
been set by the state. Under the new model, 
nearly the same proportion would become 
free or at least :tlexible under ceilings.)· No 
less important is the Soviet decision to raise 
basic industrial prices even though these 
would still remain under control. Hereto
fore, coal, on, gas, and steel were sold at 
prices obviously far below cost. This was part 
of the method to force development of a 
heavy industry base. That kind of price sub
sidy is now to be eliminated and, in a modi
fication of emphasis, the needs and demands 
of the consumer are being more generally 
recognized. This admitted responsiveness to 
public pressures has, in turn, required that 
the managers of the various enterprises be
come obliged not to ignore something which 
we would consider to be the influence of a 
freer and even · competitive marketplace. 
They need, just as we do, the feedback of 
the market servomechanism. 

NO OTHER WAY 

"As explained by Professor Ota Sik, the 
architect and the Liberman of the reforms 
in Czechoslovakia: 'There was no other way 
but to start using the market again ... if 
we take free enterprise to mean free price 
competition in the market, then even social
ism cannot do without this enterprise ... 
if the system is to work as a market, it needs 
real market prices.' 

"Profit would be determined as a means 
of measuring the efficiency of an enterprise 
and would be employed as an incentive for 
promoting higher productivity and greater 
cost-effectiveness. This incentive would oper
ate in two ways : one applicable to the enter
prise as a whole, and the other to its man
agers and employees. Part of the total profit 
would be retained for the expansion or secu
rity of the enterprise, as through capital 
additions and modernization. The other part 
of the profit would go to the managers and 
and workers as bonuses which, in the Soviet 
Union, for example, would reward gains in 
productivity, increases in the volume of pro
duction, improvements in quality, · and econ
omies in the consumption of work materials. 
There would be a limitation upon the 
amount of such bonuses, designed (under 
some kind of formula) to ensure that labor 
costs would not increase faster than pro
ductivity. Resort to material incentives is 
not entirely new in the Soviet system but 
their current extension is certainly a nota
ble departure from th:e classical Marxist 
credo that the profit motive is both evil and 
unnecessary. It means that profits and return 
on investment would supplant the fulfill
ment of quantitative quotas as the standard 
of performance. And it recognizes that the 
stimulus of a system of relative rewards (or 
penalties) constitutes a justified departure 
from a creed which once held 'from each 
according to his ability. to each according 
to his need.' 

"Acoompanying these changes as a matter 
of necessity if not wholly of desire, author
ity and responsibility for investment and 
production decisions are being decentralized. 
Henceforth central planning will be confined 
largely to projections reaching out five or 
more years and be concerned with over-all 
economic goals. Shorter term execution will 
be assigned to the managers in charge of the 
individual enterprises and they will operate 
with a more responsible degree of autonomy. 
In what would seem to be a natural con
comitant, managers wm henceforth be se
lected less for their loyalty to the party and 
more for their industrial competence. This 
portends not only a possible deterioration 
of party influence but also the development 
of a trained professional management--one 
which may not be particularly interested in 
party ideologies. 

"One means of governmental control would 
be continued through the allocation of cap
ital funds. Heretofore such funds came di-

rectly out of the state budget as required to 
meet the master plan-and free of charge. 
The concept of capital in terms of its cost 
and productivity was considered a capitaltstic 
notion, and the result was a moat inefficient 
use of capital. Now central government banks 
would make capital advances or loans on 
the basis of investment analyses submitted 
by the industry trusts or the individual en
terprises and would do so at a charge or rate 
of interest which would provide a reasonable 
return to the lender and at the same time 
impoee a much-needed degree of financial 
discipline upon the borrower. The very in
troduction of such a capitalistic instrument 
as interest t~tr its equivalent is, of course, sig
nificant. (And note, please, that their gov
ernment-owned business enterprises would 
be paying taxes, interest or capital charges 
to the state. Ours are not usually obliged 1;;o 
face up to such a proper responsibility.) 

COMPETITION 

"As will be observed, these changes could 
not achieve their ·purpose without another · 
capitalistic element: competition. If the effi
cient are to be distinguished for reward and 
the laggards are not, then the former must 
establish their supremacy over the latter. In 
industry, the final test of this occurs at the 
point of sale--when the customer buys. So 
goods and services will vie for the favor 
of the purchaser, and he, accordingly, will 
have a choice among competing alternatives. 
This, in turn, is already encouraging an idea 
that the time has come when Communist 
'entrepreneurs' should be resorting to that 
most despicable device of the capitalists: ad
vertising. 

"Listening to Soviet officials in Moscow 
two years ago, I was told that these changes 
need cause no surprise in capitalist circles. 
Lenin, it was said, had always advocated the 
adoption of whatever methods would pro
duce the best results even though this 
might require departure from what there
tofore had been considered Communist doc
trine. And it is true that, to a greater extent 
than is generally appreciated in the West, 
the processes of attrition and modification 
had been going on even before they were so 
openly brought into the public realm-after 
the revulsion from Stalinism. Nevertheless 
it does come as something of a surprise to 
hear it said that, as opposed to our concept 
of free enterprise based upon private prop
erty, the one basic tenet of the new econom
ics, Communist style, lies in state ownership 
of the means of production and distribution. 

"When pursuing this particular matter 
further in the East European countries last 
October, I was given a subtle modification. 
Ownership of the means of production and 
distribution, I was told, is to rest in the 
hands of society, with management by the 
state. To work for another-a private em
ployer-is deemed to be a subjugation to 
degrading, undignified, unprincipled ex
ploitation. Working for society-for all of 
the people-is held to be an uplifting, dig
nified, highly principled duty. This sharpens 
the point of the h~kneyed story of the Com
munist who, when asked to distinguish be
tween the two systems, replied that capital
ism is the exploitation of man by man and 
communism is just the opposite. 

"Concomitant with these economic re
forms there would inevitably have to be an
other-a growth of personal and political 
freedom. The evidence shows in a variety of 
ways. If centralized planning could not be 
made to work effectively for the major in
dustries, how could it ever succeed for the 
hundreds of thousands of small businesses 
which are necessary to service the living 
habits of big urban populations-the barber, 
the beauty shop operator, the tailor, the 
self-employed repairman, the individual 
craftsman, and thousands of others whose 
work is of a more personal nature and does 
not lend itself to mass bureaucratic regula-
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tion. So small business people of that kind 
are gradually having their liberty restored. 
They will work as independent enterpreneurs 
rather than as servants of the state. And the 
intention to let small farmers have owner
ship and operation of their farms is prob
ably not as significant as the decision to let 
them sell their surpluses on the free mar
ket at prices of their own setting. This may 
hardly justify description as rugged laissez
faire individualism but it certainly is a form 
of free, private enterprise. 

"(In Poland, there are now 98,000 privately 
owned workshops employing 164,000 people; 
and 85 per cent of its farmland is in private 
hands. Poland, incidentally, is granted most
favored-nation tariff treatment by the U.S. 
and is supplied surplus foodst·uffs under our 
Public Law 480.) 

DEMAND RIGHTS 

"It is further reported that decentraliza
tion of the Communist economy is being ac
companied by growing demand for more 
democratic rights. If so, that would be in 
full accord with our belief and experience 
that economic freedom and personal pol1Jtical 
freedom go han4 in hand. Destroy one and 
the other dies because it cannot live alone. 
And it is surely not without significance that 
voters in Hungary and Poland as well as in 
Yugoslavia are to be allowed to elect govern
ment representatives from among a choice of 
candidates-even ' though all of one political 
party. This suggests a possib111ty that within 
that party there could be graduations or, 
someday, even wings--left and right-just 
as we have here. In that event there could 
at least be some choice between differing 
ideas. 

"The changes mentioned are not all being 
made or being introduced contemporaneous
ly in all of the Communist countries of Eu
rope. Most of them are being adopted in the 
Soviet Union where it is planned to have all 
important industries working under some 
form of profit measurement and incentive by 
1968. Czechoslovakia, which has been ahead 
of the Soviet Union in several respects, is 
moving into a formally approved program 
this year. Hungary will adopt a substantially 
similar program at the beginning of 1968. 
In varying aspects or degrees, Poland and 
East Germany are ahead or behind the others; 
while Rumania holds back, watching the 
developments in the others from a position 
of somewhat greater economic security. (It 
is Rumania, however, which repudiated the 
Soviet princlple of a socialist division of 
labor wholly within the Comecon countries 
as a bloc. And it was the Rumanians who 
insisted upon complete freedom of economic 
action-in particular to trade with the West 
when they deemed it to their advantage to 
do so. The process going on there may be not 
so much revisionism as it is "de-Russifica
tion.") But it should not be assumed from 
these developments that any CJl the countries 
of Eastern Europe intend to build their so
ciety on anything which they would consider 
to be a raclical departure from Communist 
principles, and there is no present reason 
to believe that dissolution of the bloc or a 
break with Moscow is in the offing. 

"It should also be understood that the 
changes mentioned are apparently being in
troduced not so much out of any great ad
miration for free enterprise capitalism-suc
cessful as it may be-as in recognition of 
the failure of the communist system to begin 
to produce equivalent results. Failure, of 
course, is a relative term. It is to be measured 
only against some standa.rd--some calibra
tion of what constitutes success. This was 
recognized by the early Communist prophets. 
Th·ey declaimed that our system had to be 
destroyed, presumably in order that theirs 
might succeed. The matter was not one to 
be based on any self-determination of peo
ples-to be established independently, in
ternally, country by country. Instead, the 

true believers undertook the greatest at
tempt in all history not only to convert others 
to their way of thinking but to subvert them 
in a manner which would seek to strengthen 
the communist hold in the world by weaken
ing that of all who believe otherwise. It was 
not to be a matter of open international 
rivalry-one in which there would ~ any 
willingness on the Communist side to let the 
better system win. It was to be an open bat
tle for the minds of men to the end that 
those enslaved by the power of communism
ideological, political, economic or military
would join or be ,forced together in a world 
in which there would no longer be room for 
our kind of free, private, competitive cap-
italism. , . 

"Now in this oontext, and in this one 
aspect of their dogma, I suggest that the 
doctrinaire Communists are correct: their 
economic system cannot, in the long run, 
survive or succeed in the same world as ours. 
The reason: ours, by producing infinitely 
superior results, is proving theirs to be fun
damentally inferior. 

THEIRS VERSUS OURS 

"The whole idea of communism and a 
communistic state lies entirely in a body 
of theory which defies all human experi
ence. In one place or another and at one 
time or another, it has · been tried-and it 
has always failed. On the other hand, our 
theories of capitalism were not conceived in 
advance of trial and test. They are the de
rived principles of a long economic pragma
tism which has proved their worth. 
· "A viable economic system is not a matter 
of theory or faith; it is one of empirical 
results. It is an instrument for a purpose
to be shaped and perfected in the course of 
its use until it becomes the most appropri
ate tool for that purpose. Ours is the best
not because it is ours, but because it has 
produced better results than any other. And 
it is the best because it has also achieved 
its success with a minimum of infringement 
upon that one precious virtue which tran
scends all other considerations, freedom of 
the inclividural. 

"Nevertheless, as with change everywhere 
else, the reforms described are meeting with 
resistance within each country where tl)ey 
are being proposed or introduced. The "con
servatives" defend the status quo of classical 
Commlinist ideology and cling to its doc
trinaire cliches while the liberals press for 
change. (Perhaps this could be the embryo 
of two schools or-more doubtfully-two 
parties.) In several countries the political 
survival of present incumbents would be 
jeopardized by reform; and bureaucrats-
being the same everywhere-defend their 
entrenchments. Workers will presumably 
have to work harder and better if the moti
vating incentives are to be effective. They 
may not like the change. And for many of 
the old-line reactionaries it could hardly be 
easy to accept such raclical departures from 
a system for which they had fought, worked 
or suffered so much. Think too of the hor
rors of repression, terror and punishment 
through which so many had to pass in order 
to reach something which, in part at least, 
1s now l;>eing found unworthy of the terrible 
cost. Sometimes progress has to wait for an 
older generation to die out. 

"So it cannot be presumed that all the 
reforms will come into being quickly--or 
even at all. On the other hand it might not 
be too presumptuous to assume that if they 
are given a fair trial those changes which 
move in the direction of our successful 
practices are more likely to succeed than the 
abortive theories they would supersede. And 
should they succeed, the further erosion of 
Communist faith would surely cast more 
doubt upon the validity of other aspects of 
what had theretofore been held to be im
mutable dogma. 

WEST FLOUIUSHES 

"Today the East European sees a nearby 
Western civilization floUrishing at a level 
which far exceeds his own. The contrast and 
the choice between Communist austerity and 
capitalist prosperity stares him in the face
and he is not blind. He may believe that 
revolutionary clictatorial communism cUd 
carry him away from downtrodden serfdom 
faster than might have been possible in any 
other manner. But now th81t progress has 
slowed to an embarrassingly low rate, the de
ficiencies of the system are beginning to re
veal themselves. 

"In all of these circumstances we, the 
United States, are surely faced with both the 
need and the opportunity for a reexamination 
of postulates-for a far-sighted reconsidera
tion of national policies and objectives. To 
proceed without responsible recognition of 
what is going on now as contrasted with the 
conditions preva111ng only a few years ago 
would be to ignore the march of history. 
Soviet Europe has. been de-Stalinizing itself; 
in a petrification of thought we often seem to 
be harboring hate of the past more than hope 
for the future. 

WE MUST LEAD 

"Ahd there is hope for the future-if we 
who, by the random fate of history, are the 
leaders of the world accept our obligation to 
lead. 

"First, I suggest that our objective should 
be, as I think it is, not the k11ling of Com
munists but instead a lighting of the way 
toward a reform of communism-by the 
voluntary decision of the Communists them
selves. Men are not "converted" by force of 
arms or even by punishment. True conversion 
can only come from within, whether the 
subject be individual man or that body o! 
men recognized as a state. But-and more 
by tangible evidence than oral suasion-the 
way toward conversion can be shown by the 
demonstration of better alternatives. It is 
the very nature of inan that he must live on 
the basis of choice among competing and 
sometimes con1llcting alternatives; and to 
the maximum extent possible within the 
mores or conventions of his society that 
choice should be a matter of his own per
sonal decision. This is the very essence of 
freedom. 

"To make his selection intelligently, how
ever, there must be adequate knowledge and 
understanding of the alternatives. 

"Among the peoples of Soviet Europe there 
has been little or no e:xposure to the con
cept or practice of capitalism as a feasible 
alternative to Communism-and few ever 
lived in a democracy. Pre-revolutionary Rus
sia and several of the other CommUnist coun
tries never had the chance to enjoy modern
style capitalism, and even those older people 
who might once have known something of 
its advantages and successes are now heavily 
outnumbered by younger generations who 
have not only been deprived of the oppor
tunity to study comparison of the two sys
tems but have been indoctrinated with a 
philosophy which would reject any idea that 
there could be an alternative to communism. 

CRACX~NG WALLS 

"That is--until now! Today there are 
signs which portend a possibi11ty that the 
walls of ignorance, intolerance and interna
tional host111ty may be cracking under the 
strain of failure on the one hand as com
pared. with success on the other. It is in 
this spirit that on Oct. 7, 1966, the Presi
dent of the United States delivered a major 
foreign policy speech. In it he said that •a 
just peace remains our most important 
goal.' 'Our purpose,' he continued, 'la not to 
overturn other governments but to help the 
people of Europe to achieve together a con
tinent in which the peoples of Bastern and 
Western Europe work shoulder to shoulder 
together for the common good-a continent 
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in which alliances do not confront each other 
in bitter host111ty but instead provide a 
framework in which West and East can 
act together in order to secure the security 
of us all.' Espousing 'the vigorous pursuit 
of further unity tn the West,' the President 
emphasized that· 'One great goal of a united 
West is to heal the wound in Europe which 
now cuts East from West ami brother from 
brother. That division must be healed peace
fully; it must be healed with the consent 
of Eastern :European countries and consent 
of the Soviet Union. This will happen only 
a.s East and West succeed in building a surer 
foundation ol mutuai ·trust. 'Our task 1s to 
achieve a reconc111ation with the East, a shift 
from the narrow concept of coexistence to 
the broader vision of peaceful engagement.• 

"Continutrrg, the President said, 'We do 
not intend to let our differences on Viet
nam or elsewhere ever prevent us from ex
ploring au opportunities. We want the Soviet 
Union and the nations of Eastern Europe 
to know that we and our ames shall go step 
by step with them just as fat as they are 
willing to advance. So let us, both Americans 
and Europeans, intensify, accelerate and 
strengthen our tletermined efforts.' 

"There might, ladles and gentlemen, be 
differences of opinion about the means of 
pursuing these policies, but surely there -can 
be no quarrel with the objectives. 

"Everywhere in the world today com
munism, as a political or an economic sys
tem-and occasionally as both-is on the re
treat. It is being defeated in some countries, 
repudiated in others, and in Europe, it has 
lost its momentum. The causes for this turn 
of events lie in the paucity of what com
munism has to offer, in its restrictions of 
personal freedom, in its denial of 11luman 
motivations, and-perhaps more than any 
present single factor-in its failure. 

CAUSE OF REFORM 

"One of the major causes of Communist 
reform is undoubtedly the increasing aware
ness of capitalist success and the growing 
penetration of this knowledge through the 
rusting Iron Curtain. If this be so, the 
major contribution which we might make to 
the peace of the world need not necessarily 
be the deterrent of armed might; it could 
be the demonstration of our industrial 
strength as evidenced by the quality and 
quantity of the benefits brought to our 
society by the wise employment and con
tinuing development of our still evolving 
capitalism. 

"These benefits woul~ include our personal 
freedom and political democracy; our mode 
of living, our institutions, and the patterns 
of our culture; our godtls and services; our 
comforts and pleasures; ·and whatever other 
qualities go into life as we know it at its best. 
Not all of these might, of course, be desired 
by others. That is not the point I The essen
tial requirement for individ;ual freedom and 
dignity is that there be a right of personal 
choice, and opportunity to exercise it free 
from enslaving dictation by others. 

"In the long run the healing of the rup
ture which has split the world into two-or 
three-camps will not come through nations 
or governments. It will. come through ordi
nary people who, like us, have the normal 
human aspirations for a society in which 
they can enjoy freedom and family, work 
and play and the pursuit of that same kind 
of happiness whioh our American forebears 
deemed to be a worthy objective. 

"In the building of bridges toward peaceful 
engagement nothing, of course, should be 
done which would threaten our national 
security. If the bridges are to fulfill their 
two-way function as linkages binding East 
and West in a durable peace,- Soviet m111-
tancy must give way to a 'peaceful coexist
ence' which is more than an empty phrase. 
And in our desire for a detente, we should 
not abandon deterrents which would serve 

to provide us with an adequate measure of 
security. As always, we should deal from 
strength; and we should recognize too that 
the communist leaders will be most likely 
to- move our way when they appreciate that 
this will be the least costly means of reach
ing their goals. 

"Nothing in these remarks conflicts with 
what we have to do at this tUne in Vietnam: 
succeed in . achieving an honorable termiJia
tion of the ·hostillties on terms which will 
offer the prospect of something more than 
another truce between wars. For the time 
being, positions and emotions on this issue 
are having the effect of retarding u.s. move
ment 'toward peaceful engagement. The proc
esses of establishing more constructive re
lations between East and West are, however, 
proceeding apace in Europe. We, Isolated by 
our present unwillingness to participate, are 
not a part of them; · and the East-West trade 
bill introduced on behalf of the national ad
ministration a year ago continues to lie dor
mant in congressional committee. 

"But even while Vietnam has the priority 
of our attention, sight should not be lost of 
the larger objective; an enduring world 
peace. We must constantly seek to find means 
of abolishing all war-hot, cold and luke
warm. The goal may never be attainable, but 
how will we ever know if we do not try every
thing in our power to reach it. 

EPILOG 

"That might be the most fitting point on 
which to conclude these remarks. Pardon me,' 
however, if I add a brief epilogue. In a sort 
of 'far out' extrapolation of these changes 
and aspirations which I have attempted to 
describe let us, for the moment, accept it as a 
premise that the principal difference between 
the two economic systems might become only 
one of the ownership of the means of pro
duction and distribution-a sort of socialist 
state capitalism as contrasted with our pri
vate capitalism. Could that of itself ever be 
a valid cause for international war, or sub
version or for anything more than dialectical 
difference? We live in harmony with many 
countries where public or tax-supported 
ownership of industry is an accepted way of 
life. Such a type of ownership exists within 
our own federal system as well as in nu
merous state and tnunicip'al enterprises. It is 
seldom if ever as effective as a private profit
earning tax-paying enterprise. But it can be 
tolerated if the taxpaying electorate is will
ing; and in certain circumstances it has the 
allure of providing 'earlier what private capi
tal might only be willing to provide later. 

"Furthermore, if the changes now being 
proposed or wrought in Communist prac
tice were to become successful-as we of the 
West should hope they will-it would appear 
to be only a matter of some further time un
til there could be personal earnings which 
would exceed the cost of mere sustenance 
and become disposable income or savings. 
Wealth is created only by peo:ple, and their 
personal savings are the very essence of in
vestment-capital. How then could an en
lightened communism fail to move-almost 
automatically in spite of itself-toward that 
kind of progress which would seek to regen
erate itself on the wealth created. by the 
constructive work of its own people? 

"Carrying the hypothesis one or two gen
erations further, suppose-for the mo
ment--that the two great proponents of the 
opposing systems were to find their differ
ences evaporating into nothing more than 
separate forms of self-determination. Our 
basic quarrel with the Communists is .not 
that they are Com'm11nists per se; it is that 
they are not content to be whatever they 
want to be within the confines of their own 
countries. We still subscribe to a policy which 
favors the self.,determination of peoples, but 
Communist aspirations and actions are ex
traterritorial, and it is this which gives us 
proper cause for concern. Should they man-

age to succeed beyond their own boundaries 
our nation.al security would be jeopardized; 
were they to stay at home and abandon in
ternational imperialism, all our security 
needs might not be met, but peaceful co
existence would then seem to be more read
ily possible. And surely that kind of exist
ence is already preferred to an alternative of 
unpeaceful coextinction. 

"But mere coexistence under an uneasy 
truce would not provide those conditions of 
mutual trust which would be necessary for 
an enduring international peace. Nor could 
these conditions be successfully fostered un
der a necessarily negative, defensive policy 
of con talnmen t. Since the beginning of the 
cold war such a policy has served its pur
pose well. But that war-as is the case sooner 
or later with all wars--is drawing to the 
end of its course, and Vietnam may well be 
its Waterloo. Now we must look beyond con
tainment--a policy which has always been 
hopefully regarded by us as only an interim 
one to be superseded at the appropriate op
portunity by a more positive, more construc
tive one. That opportunity may be here to
day in the economic changes which are 
sweeping the Soviet Union and most of the 
Communist-governed countries of East Eu
rope. Surely we cannot afford to ignore it. 
And if it is to succeed, our new long-range 
policy-by whatever name it may be called
must as surely rest on a moral foundation 
of peaceful engagement. 

"So, as we move forward into the next 
chapters of history, let the moral of our 
leadership be-in the words of Winston 
Churchill-" 

In War: Resolution 
In Victory: Magnanimity 
In Peace: Good will 

LAW BY SECRETARY IN THE DE
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. BATTIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend my remarks, 
and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection rothe request of the gentleman 
from Montana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BATTIN. Mr. Speaker, I regret 

that it is necessary to take more of this 
honorable body's time on a matter that 
should have been settled through rou
tine liaison with the Department of Agri
culture .. But today I feel it is truly neces
sary to inform you and other Members 
of Congress of an attempt that is being 
made by an executive department of our 
Government to legislate. My complaint is 
of law by Secretary, as practiced by Or
ville Freem~n. a man who is supposed to 
be the appointed delegate to the Presi
dent's Cabinet, representing our coun
try's farmers. 

Mr. Freeman has arbitrarily decided 
that six agricultural stabilization and 
conservation offices in the State of Mon
tana are unnecessary and, disregarding 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Al
lotment Act of 1936, has ordered these 
elective offices disbanded and joined with 
like offices in neighboring counties. As 
authority for his actions, the Secretary 
quotes a section of obscure regulations 
that were promulgated by his subordi
nates. 

I contend these regulations are a direct 
circumvention of this act and, in effect, 
amend the act, a power allowed only to 
Congress. 

This usurpation of congressional pow-
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ers would be alarming even if the Nation's 
farm economy was not in its present 
sorry state. But to put aside this ques
tion briefly I review the· ramifications of 
these consolidations. 

ASCS offices in each county are the 
farmers' direct link with that vast cOn
fusing bureaucracy, the Department of 
Agriculture. These local offices, staffed 
by local people who know the problems 
of the area, set the acreage ·allotments 
and inform farmers on whether their 
planned plantings meet . regulations. 
They are the core of the rural commu
nities and are probably more important 
to the farmer than the post office and the 
general store. When the farmer makes a 
trip to town in Treasure, Musselshell, 
Petroleum, Meagher, Golden Valley, and 
Lincoln Counties, he stops at these ASCS 
offices and finds out the Department of 
Agriculture's latest directive and thereby 
keeps in touch with Washington. This 
office is his city council, in a way, because 
it allows him to have first-hand informa
tion on the matters that most vitally 
concern him. It allows him to exert pres
sure locally when conditions do not suit 
his purposes. Perhaps these are the rea
sons the Secretary has decided to close 
these offices. 

Far out at the end of a dirt road in 
Petroleum County, a farmer has little 
contact with his county officials, much 
less with that ivory tower of organization 
in Washington that makes so many of his 
decisions. Of course, this is a free country 
and he has the right to write a letter to 
Secretary Freeman and make known his 
complaints. He can. also write a letter to 
President Johnson or the European 
Common Market when he feels his inter
ests are being jeopardized. When it gets 
right down to it, though, he knows his 
letter will never reach the President, Mr. 
Freeman, or the Common Market. His 
Congressman becomes the only person he 
can contact and be sure of receiving a 
reply. 

I have received 75 letters on this sub
ject and, I am sorry to say, I have not 
been able to offer much hope. This matter 
is small only in Washington. In ,these six 
Montana counties ASCS elimination is 
the main subject of conversations. Even 
with farm parity hanging precariously 
at 72 percent, this matter is the main 
concern of these fanners. If these offices 
are moved to an adjoining county, they 
can see their present high costs multiply
ing. Instead of a 10-mile trip, the fanners 
in these counties will have to travel up
ward of 100 miles to obtain services of 
ASCS officials. 

ASCS officials in Washington have 
given the impression that cpunty ASCS 
committees agreed with this move, but 
since this problem came to light almost 
3 months ago, I have heard from officials 
of all the affected counties and they 
unanimously have opposed closing tneir 
offices and moving to another county. 
Supplied with this information, Depart
ment of Agriculture officials reply that 
they have the authority through regula
tion to close these offices whether the 
county offices agree or not. 

Gentlemen, I intend to ask Secretary 
Freeman once more to review his direc
tive .and withdraw his order for closing 
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these offices. If he persists, I intend to 
ask Congress to pass a resolution, re
questing the Secretary tO resign his 
office. 

If Mr. Freeman cannot represent the 
farmer fairly and continues acting to the 
detriment of the people he was appointed 
to serve, he has no business in this 
position. 

AN ASSIST IN THE PRESERVATION 
OF OPEN SPACE 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, arid to include extraneous matter. 

'The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PELL Y. Mr. Speaker, today I have 

introduced legislation to amend the. Sur
plus Property Act of 1944 to authorize 
certain surplus property of the United 
States to be donated for park or recrea
tional purposes. 

The Surplus Property Act authorizes 
conveyance to any State, political sub
division, or municipality, all of the right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
and to any surplus land which in the de
termination of the Secretary of the In
terior is suitable and desirable for use 
as a public park, public recreational area, 
or historic monument fot the benefit of 
the public. Under provision of the act, 
conveyance for park or recreational pur
poses must be made at a price equal to 50 
percent of the fair value of the property 
conveyed, based on the highest and best 
use of the property at the time it is of
fered for disposal. Conveyance of prop
erty for historic monument purposes un
der the act is made without monetary 
consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, the explosive population 
growth in our metropolitan areas, par
ticularly in the suburban areas, is de
vouring land at a tremendous rate. The 
resulting physical exp·ansion has been so 
rapid as to make the preservation of some 
remaining land for parks, playgrounds, 
recreation areas, increasingly difficult. If 
we are to retain the desirable features of 
civilized living in densely populated 
areas, it is imperative that all levels of 
government undertake immediate pro
grams for the preservation of open space 
in urban and suburban areas. The in
creasing difficulties of which I speak are 
particularly felt at the local government 
level, the cities and counties. The major 
problem facing them is that the prices 
for recreational lands are escalating at 
an ever-increasing rate, and I am sure 
that we all know the financial conditions 
of our cities; they are fighting just to 
keep up with the everyday operation of 
government. 

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
just recently has published a study which 
disclosed that land values throughout 
this Nation are rising on the average of 
5 to 10 percent annually. The cost of 
lands suitable for public recreation is ris
ing at a considerably higher rate. 

It has reached the point, Mr. Speaker, 
where local government is now finding 
it impossible to compete with individuals 

and developers for prime recreational 
lands even at the 50-percent price al
lowed under ·the Surplus Property Act. 
The Federal Government is committed to 
various programs to assist local public 
bodies in the acquisition of land to be 
used for park and recreation; why, then, 
not donate surplus lands which would be 
suitable for public parks and recreational 
areas? 

The President said on October 13, 
1966: 

We are creating recreation areas where they 
will do the most good for the most people. 
We are putting parks and seashores where a 
man and his family can get to them. 

This is exactly the philosophy behind 
my bill. Opening up certain surplus prop
erties that will assist in doing the most 
good for the most people. 

The park and recreation sites today 
generally require long travel time from 
large population areas, but my bill would 
greatly benefit those least able to travel 
great distances by providing recreation 
land in some urban and suburban areas 
that otherwise could not be theirs. 

The Surplus Property Act today allows 
the Federal Government to deed over 
lands with no monetary consideration 
for historic monuments, public health, 
education, wildlife conservation, and for 
public airports. Is it not, Mr. Speaker, 
just as important to the welfare of our 
people, that consideration be given under 
the act to the fact that the increasing 
tempo of urbanization and growth is al
ready depriving many of the right to live 
in surroundings with adequate parks and 
recreational areas? 

The Federal Government is committed 
to a program of providing open spaces. 
The Congress can give the prog:r.am a tre
mendous assist and cut the cost to the 
American taxpayers. For example, under 
the Housing Act, which includes the open 
space program, the Federal Government 
is allowed to give grants to any govern
mental agency to acquire land for open 
space purposes. There are many areas 
in this country where there are surplus 
lands which could be acquired by the 
local governments for recreational pur
poses except that the cost is prohibitive. 

Mr. Speaker, the President pointed out 
in his message to the Congress on March 
2, 1965, dealing with the problems of the 
cities why it is becoming impossible for 
cities to compete for lands when he said: 

Our cities are making a vigilant effort to 
combat the mounting dangers to the good 
life. Between 1954 and 1963 per capita mu
nicipal tax revenues in<:reased by 43 percent, 
and local government inde-btedness increased 
by 119 percent. City omcials with inadequate 
resources ... waged an heroic battle to im
prove the life of the people they served. 

A review of the comprehensive state
wide outdoor recreation plans submitted 
by the States for the years 1968 through 
1977 to the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
reveals an estimated capital cost of $7.1 
billion needed for acquisition and devel
opment projects. Of this total, approxi
mately $2.8 billion would be for State 

, projects and $4.3 billion for projects fi
nanced in part by local governments but 
sponsored by the States. These figures 
may be conservative when one considers 
the growing demand for State and local 
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public recreation facillties 1n or adJacent 
to urban centers where costs are grea.test. 
Furthermore, those figures do not include 
any estimates for eight of the States and 
three territories. 

It is obvious that State and local gov
ernments w1ll not meet needs of this 
magnitude over the next ten years with
out Federal assistance. My amendment 
to the Surplus Property Act is a con
crete proposal to give them some assist
ance. 

It is important, Mr. Speaker, to em
phasize that the local levels of govern
ment could not indiscriminately claim 
surPlus property for parks or recreation, 
for the act, as I have mentioned, states 
that the Secretary of the Interior must 
give a determination on whether or not 
the property in question is suitable and 
desirable for use as a public park or 
public recreational area. 

THE NEAR EAST SITUATION 
Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to a.ddi'ess the 
House for 1 minute and ·to revise and ex
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

the situation in the Near East today is 
critical. What happens in the next few 
days will be a test of diplomacy, a test 
of the United Nations, and a test of the 
U.S. commitments dating back to 1950. 

More recently, speaking at a press con
ference on May 8, 1963, President Ken
nedy said: 

In the event of aggression or preparation 
for aggression, whether cllrect or indirect, 
we would support appropriate measures in 
the United Nations, adopt other courses of 
action on our own to prevent or put a stop 
to such aggression; which, of course, has 
been the policy which the United States has 
followed for some time. 

The United States also has a more 
specific commitment to free access to 
Israel's crucial southern port of Elat, on 
the Gulf of Aqaba. On February 1, 1957, 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles 
said in an aide memoire to Israel's For
eign Minister, Abba Eban: 

With respect to the Gulf of Aqaba and 
access thereto, the United States believes that 
the gul! comprehends International waters 
and that no nation has the right to prevent 
free and lnnocen t passage in the gulf and 
through the straits giving access thereto. We 
have in mind not only commercial usage, 
but the passage of p1lgrims on religious mis
sions, which should be fully respected. 

In the absence of some overriding decision 
to the contrary, as by the International Court 
of Justice, the United States, on behalf of 
vessels of United States registry, 1s pre
pared to exercise the right of free and in
nocent passage and to join with others to 
secure general recognition of this right. 

I would hope that our Government 
would explore, at the highest possible 
level with the Soviet Union, means of 
helping to defuse the situation while 
there is yet time. 

Second, I would hope that the mission 
of the Secretary General to Cairo will 
help to reduce tension and to establish 
what the intentions of Cairo might be. 

In the interim I think it important to 
state that this is of no small moment and 
that the UNEF forces and their deploy
ment be watched very closely, and hope
fully that the UNEF deployment at 
Sharm E1 Sheikh will not have to be 
changed in the near future. 

rt is very clear, I think, that should 
there be any overt act by the United 
Arab Republic interfering with the free
dom of shipping and Israel ships in the 
Gulf of Aqaba, it could result in a very 
prompt response from Israel. 

I hope the U.N. forces presently at 
Sharm E1 Sheikh commanding the Strait 
of Tiran will stay there pending the ef
forts of the United States, the U.N. and 
other countries to reduce tensions and 
to move back toward a more peaceful sit
uation in the Near East. 

ADMINISTRATION STRING 
PULLING 

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks, and to include 
a letter. 

The SPEAKER pro ·tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from North Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr. 

Speaker, the postponement of consid
eration of the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act, everyone lhas recog
nized, was due to the administration 
sensing the growing dissatisfaction with 
the way it has worked in the various 
States. They needed and wanted time to 
scrape up enough votes by one manner or 
another to pass it once again even 
though it fails to be responsive to the 
needs of education. 

We expected that the puppet strings 
of the Great Society would begin to be 
pulled in the White House and indi
viduals tied to the Great Society would 
begin to respond, but we did not expect 
the figures they would use would be as 
erroneous as they are. One of the exam
ples of this response is a letter from the 
Governor of North Dakota to the chair
man of the House Education and Labor 
Committ~e, our colleague, the gentle
man from Kentucky [Mr. PERKINs]. The 
Governor's letter, as could be expected 
in response to such an appeal, is as 
phony as a $3 bill in maintaining that 
North Dakota would lose $1,300,000 as a 
result of proposed amendments intro
duced by the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. QUIEJ. Such is simply not the case. 
Estimates used by the Council of Chief 
State School Officers of which our own 
North Dakota superintendent of instruc
tion, M. F. Peterson is second vice presi
dent, give a fair comparison of the pres
ent program and proposed changes and 
shows that the Quie amendment actually 
results in increased income to North 
Dakota. 

In order that there shall be no doubt 
of the true needs of the children of North 
Dakota in the minds of the Members of 
the I;Iouse, I would like to include with 
my remarks a letter from our competent 
superintendent of the department of 
public instruction, an elected official who 

has spent his lifetime in the field of edu
cation. He points out that he would be 
100 percent for the Quie b111 even if North 
Dakota did lose ftmds in some instance
which, of course, it does not-since as he 
points out, the block grant system would 
make it possible to do the same job with 
fewer people. I share this feeling and 
intend to cast my vote on behalf of the 
schoolchildren of our 8t8ite. 

Unfortunately, our Governor seems to 
believe that our State and local school 
officials are not competent to handle the 
education of our children. I feel most 
North Dakotans believe they would 
rather have a program responsive to the 
needs of education in our State than re
sponsive to the needs of the politicians 
of the Great Society. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 
MAY 17,1967. 

Hon. HuGH L. CAREY, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CAREY; I have your 
letter dated May 15 addressed to "Friend of 
Education." I am a friend of education. As 
a matter of fact, you can see by this letter
head that public education is my business. 

However, I . have not been convinced that 
H.R. 7819 would be better for the states
at least this state and its local subdivisions
than it would be with the Quie amendment 
added. I have taken an oftlclal stand in the 
Council of Chief State School Oftlcers in 
favor of the Quie amendment on condition 
that the money allotted to the States will not 
be less than that authorized in H.R. 7819. 

I am for the Quie amendment because it 
reduces the categorical aid system of fund
ing to a more general aid, block grants. I 
understand, too, that the Quie amendment 
wUl make it possible for states to submit just 
one plan rather than a plan for each of the 
categorical aids. The argument that the 
states and school districts are now accus
tomed to ESEA as it was originally passed 1s 
not valid. I do not know wl;lether all people 
wlll ever become used to the detailed specifics 
that are required under ESEA. 

I am 100% for the Quie b1llif there is no 
loss of funds. Furthermore, I am wUling to 
support the Quie b111 even if there is a loss of 
funds to North Dakota and its school dis
tricts. The block grant system would make 
it possible to do the same job with fewer 
people. 

Should the Quie blll actually amount to 
less in terms of dollars for the states it would 
not necessar1ly mean that the Quie bUl would 
be less eft'ective as far as schools are con
cerned. The administration of the blll with 
the Quie amendment would, I believe, neces
sitate the employing of fewer people and 
thus a given amount of dollars would make 
the same impact on the schools and school 
children. 

Yours sincerely, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
M. F. PETERSON, Superintendent. 

HOW BROADCASTERS SERVE THE 
PUBLIC INTEREST 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
my remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I 

would like to include the teXJt of a repon 
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from the Tennessee chairman of the 
Emergency Broadcast System, H. W. 
"Hank" Slavick, a veteran broadcaster of 
42 years' experience. The information 
contained in this report covers the ac
tivity and services performed by every 
radio and television broadcaster in Mem
phis, as well as other agencies such as, 
the police and fire department and local 
Red Cross, during the time a tornado 
struck Memphis at 3:52p.m. on Sunday, 
May 14. I am sure the report will be of 
great value to other Members of this 
Congress, who could perhaps utilize the 
methods used in our great city of Mem
phis for their respective districts. The 
people of Memphis and the mid-South 
were provided a 2-hour advance warn
ing and minute-by-minute reports of the 
progress and locality of the tornado and 
what to do to protect themselves during 
the emergency: 
AN EFFECTIVE EMERGENCY WEATHER WARNING 

SERVICE FOR THE PUBLIC 

Fr?m an inquiry in August 1965, by Mr. 
Gilley T. Stephens, meteorologist-in-charge 
of the Memphis Weather Bureau, to H. W. 
"Hank" Slavick, then general manager of the 
WMC radio, FM, and TV broadcasting sta
tions in Memphis, as to a more reliable, effi
cient, and speedy method of transmitting 
vital wewther information from the Weather 
Bureau to each respective broadcasting sta
tion in Memphis, there evolved a plan known 
as the Emergency Weather Warning System. 
Mr. Slavick, being Tennessee Chairman of 
the State Indus·try Advisory Committee of 
the Nation's Emergency Broadcasting Sys
tem, recommended to all broadcasters in 
Memphis there be established a direct w1re
"hotline" network directly connected be
tween each individual broadcasting system 
and the radar room of the Memphis Weather 
Bureau. 

At considerable expense to the broadcast
ers, who maintain the costs of this wire 
rental-service from the Telephone Company, 
the broadcasters also installed necessary 
equipment for the radar room of the Weather 
Bureau enabling the Bureau, through prede
termined signals direct to all broadcasting 
stations in Memphis, to prepare them for 
severe and emergency weather information 
to be directed to the general public. This 
network is tested each day at 11:50 a.m. for 
the purpose of maintaining continuity and 
furnishing a general routine weather-report. 

In his official connection with the Emer
gency Broadcasting System, Mr. Slavick fur
ther expanded the Weather Warning Service 
to more than forty additional broadcasting 
stations located in a radius of approximately 
eighty miles of Memphis by furnishing "off
the-air" pickup service to these outlying sta
tions. The alarm system to these outlying 
stations consists of the official notification 
signal employed over our National Emer
gency Broadcasting System. 

Interconnected to the Memphis network 
are additional public agencies such as: the 
Mayor's office; Memphis Department of Pub
lic Works; Memphis Police and Fire Depart
ment; Memphis Light, Gas, and Water Di
vision; loca.l and regional chapter of the 
American Red Cross; and the Memphis
Shelby-County Safety Council. 

The "wired" network in Memphis is ter
minated to the control rooms of each radio, 
FM, and television station, and is maintained 
in a "on-and-ready" position at every hour 
of each station's opera.ting schedule. Due to 
the efforts of Mr. Slavick, this Weather Warn
ing System is now operating in Chattanooga, 
Knoxville, and Nashville, Tennessee. From re
ports received from the official channels of 
the Emergency Broadcast System, many other 
cities throughout the country are modeling 

'their system after the "Memphis Plan." 
During the 'tornado, which struck Memphtls 8lt 
3:52 p.m. on Sunday, May 14, the Memphis 
Fire Department began operating the Civil 
Defense sirens throughout the City, and 
broadcasters were broadcasting warnings and 
information to their listeners and viewers 
within two minutes of the first sight and 
strike of the tornado. All broadcasters there
after interrupted regular programs frequently 
to appraise the public of the location a.nd 
direction of the tornado, as well as advice 
on methods of protecting life and property. 
It should be noted that tornado "watches" 
or "alert" warnings were broadcast two hours 
prior to its strike in Memphis. This was 
furnished by the Weather Bureau when it 
sighted the tornado in the vicinity of Mari
anna, Arkansas. 

PANAMA CANAL: GIVEAWAY BY 
TREATY MUST BE PREVENTED 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the REcoRD and 
include extraneous matter. 

'r.he SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, one of the 

major policy questions now facing the 
Congress is that of interoceanic canals, 
with particular reference to continued 
U.S. sovereignty and jurisdiction over 
the Canal Zone and Panama Canal that 
the executive branch of our Govern
ment is now attempting to cede to 
Panama. The full story is long and com
plicated. 

Though told many times, this chapter 
of U.S. history has been practically ig
nore<;l by the mass news media and needs 
retelling. In this connection, attention is 
invited to the recently published volume 
of selected addresses by my colleague 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FLoonl on 
''Isthmian Canal Policy Questions," 
House Document No. 474, ·a9th Congress. 
This document has been distributed to 
all Members of the Congress and among 
government depositories in various parts 
of the Nation. It is an indispensable 
source for authentic information on 
canal questions, which I have found most 
helpful. 

Though the major press of the Nation 
has neglected the canal question, there 
are individual publicists who have studied 
it in depth and stated their views with 
a degree of candor that is refreshing. 
Among such writers is Dan Smoot, one of 
the leading commentators of the United 
States in vital questions of public policy, 
who publishes a weekly known as the Dan 
Smoot Report. 

During the recent Punta del Este meet
ing in Uruguay of the Presidents of the 
American Republics, the United states 
and Panamanian Presidents conferred at 
length. Subsequent to the conference, in 
a speech in Chiriqui Province of Panama, 
President Robles of that country an
nounced that the current Panama canal 
Treaty negotiations wlll be concluded 
"sooner than you think"-A.P. dispatch 
from Panama, May 3, 1967. 

The treaty or treaties that President 
Robles had in mind are those that wlll 
give away to Panama our sovereignty 
and ownership of the Canal Zone. It 

would be just about as logical to cede 
back the Louisiana Purchase to France. 

As two previous reports by Dan Smoot 
supply documented information on the 
canal sovereignty question -with much 
historical background, I quote both as 
parts of my remarks and urge that they 
be read by every Member of the Con
gress, officials of the executive branch, 
editors, publicists, and commentators. 

The indicated reports follow: 
[From the Dan Smoot Report, Nov. 7, 1966] 

PREPARATION FOR THE PANAMA GIVEAWAY 

On October 7, 1966, the foreign minister of 
Panama said that talks with U.S. negotiators 
are well on the way toward an agreement to 
abrogate the treaty of 1903.1 · 

The importance of that statement is in
calculable. President Johnson-sacrificing 
American lives in Vietnam under pretext of 
fighting communism and protecting Ameri
can security interests-is preparing to sur
render vital American interests to Panama, 
in compliance with demands which commu
nists have been making for years.2 

The Panama Canal Zone is United States 
territory as clearly and completely as the city 
of Washington is. President Johnson has no 
more right to grant Panama sovereignty over 
our Canal Zone than to cede the State of 
Alaska to the Soviet Union.~~ 

The current talks which are "well on the 
way" toward our final surrender in Panama 
have been going on since April, 1964. Piece
meal surrender, for the purpose of appeasing 
communists and other agitators, has been 
going on since the days of Franklin D. Roose
velt. 

It is a twice-told tale which needs to ·be 
told again. 

Prior to 1903, the Isthmus of Panama was 
a province of Colombia. The revolution which 
separated Panama from Colombia was pro
moted by a New York lawyer and five ambi
tious men in Panama, three of whom were 
United States citizens. This group, backed by 
the United States government, created the 
nation of Panama in 1903.2 

At that time, Panama (a land of chronic 
political instability, owned by a few wealthy 
families) was the pesthole of the world. 
Virulent tropical diseases had to be con
quered before we could wrench worthless 
land from the voracious jaws of a steaming 
jungle and convert it into a mighty waterway 
to lift ships over the bedrock of the conti
nental divide. Many American lives and mil
lions of American tax dollars went into that 
dual miracle of sanitation and eng1neer1ng.1 

The Republic of Panama was not a partner 
in the Panama Canal enterprise: she was the 
principal beneficiary. 

In our 1903 treaty with the New Republic 
of Panama, we bought the Panama Canal 
Zone-a ten-mile-Wide strip across the 
Isthmus, from the Atlantic to the Pacific
for 10 mil11on dollars plus an annuity. The 
annuity was not a lease or rental fee: it was 
a guarantee of revenue to keep the Panama 
government alive. We acquired full owner
ship and sovereignty, by grant in perpetuity, 
making the Canal Zone United States ter
ritory forever .2 

When Roosevelt extended diplomatic rec
ognition to the Soviet Union in 1933, he gave 
a boost to communist activity throughout 
the world. Most Latin American nations fol
lowed Roosevelt's lead in recognizing the 
lawless Kremlin gang as a lawful govern
ment. Communist agitators who had been 
operating 11legally, came out in the open with 
their "yankee imperialism" propaganda; and 
many became successful politicians. 

The ground swell of anti-United States 
propaganda, which developed south of the 
border after our recognition of the Soviet 

FoQtnotes at end of report. 
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Union, was one reason for F.D.R.'s "good 
neighbor" policy in Latin America. F.D.R. 
presented his "good neighbor" policy in a 
way which implied that the United States 
had formerly been a bad neighbor. This en
couraged more anti-United States activity 
until everyone, north and south, was ready 
for us to "make amends" for past behavior. 

The most important consequence was a 
renegotiation of our treaty agreements with 
Panama. In the Hull-Alfaro Treaty (signed 
March 2, 1936, but not ratifled by the U.S. 
Senate until July 25, 1939), the United 
States raised annuity payments to Panama 
from 250 thousand dollars to 430 thousand, 
to compensate for the 40 % loss in purchasing 
power of the dollar which had resulted from 
Roosevelt's taking us off the gold standard 
in 1934. This concession was reasonable/01 

In the 1936-39 treaty, we renounced the 
1903 treaty provision which made Panama a 
protectorate of the United States; and we 
renounced our right to maintain public 
order in Panama, outside of the Canal Zone. 
These concessions were incongruous, because 
we must protect Panama from anarchy as 
long as we maintain and defend the Canal. 
Now we have the responsibility without clear 
treaty authority.2 

The most harmful concessions Roosevelt 
made in the treaty of 1936-39 were: (1) re
nunciation of our right of eminent domain 
for the acquisition of property, in Colon and 
Panama City, needed for canal purposes; and 
(2) renunciation of our right to build de
fense bases in Panama outside the ten-mile 
Canal Zone. Roosevelt's treaty of 1936-39 left 
us with the responsibility of defending the 
Canal Zone-for ourselves, Panama, and 
every other maritime nation-but with no 
room to stand and fight. In less than two 
months after the treaty was ratified in 1939, 
World War II began in Europe; and we were 
begging Panama for defense sites to protect 
the Canal. We had to pay heavily for 134 
base-sites which had been ours under the 
1903 treaty provisions.2 

Before the guns of World War II were si
lent, Panama was demanding evacuation of 
American bases, and more changes in U.S.
Panama treaties. President Truman evacu
ated most of the bases and gave them to 
Panama. President Eisenhower, his first year 
in office, sent a team to change the treaties.2 

The result was the Eisenhower-Reman 
Treaty of 1955, in which the United States: 
(1) increased annuity payments from $430 
thousand to $1.93 million; (2) gave Panama 
land and other properties-including the 
Panama Railroad Company's yards and ter
minal stations in · the cities of Colon and 
Panama; (3) promised to build a $27 m1111on 
bridge across the Canal on the Pacific side. 
The only thing Panama gave us in the 1955 
treaty was the right to use, for 15 years, the 
Rio Hato Air .Base-which we had built for 
World War II and had given to Panama in 
1948.2 

The American property which Eisenhower 
gave Panama (valued at about $20 mill1on) 
quickly deteriorated into uselessness.3 Before 
1955, the United States, in order to enforce 
sanitation rules necessary to public health 
in Panama, collected garbage in the cities of 
Colon and Panama. Panamanians considered 
this service an affront to their national dig
nity. We permitted them to collect their own 
garbage-and Colon and Panama became 
filthy places, their streets littered with re
fuse. 

As soon as the 1955 treaty was ratified, 
Panama started agitating for more conces
s1ons-specitlcally for recognition of Panama 
sovereignty in the Canal Zone and for 50% 
of gross revenue from the Canal. dross reve
enue from the Canal is about $43 million a 
year; net revenue is less than $3 million. 
Panama--with no investment, or responsi
bility for operating, maintaining, defending 
the Canal-gets in annuity alone more than 
half of net revenues. Corollary benefits of 

Canal operations are the very life blood of 
Panama's economy. 

In May, 1<958, mobs of Panama "students," 
incited and led by comm'Ull1slts ctemonstmted 
for "Panama sovereignty in the Canal Zone" 
by invading the U.S. ~ne and planting 70 
PanB!ma fia:gs. U.S. authori·ties removed the 
flags and gave them to the Panama govern
ment. Riots in Panama ensued and lasted 
some 3 weeks. Our State Department tried to 
appease Panamanians by announcing that 
Dr. Milton Eisenhower would soon v1s1t 
Panama on a "good-wlll" trip.2 

On November 3, 1959, Panama mobs again 
demonstrated for Panama sovereignty by 
invading our Canal Zone to plant the Pan
ama flag. They also pulled down the Amer
ican flag at the U.S. Embassy in Panama, 
mutilated it, and hoisted the Panama flag. 
During the day, 82 people were injured. Some 
of the injured were American soldiers who 
had been pelted with rocks. The mobs were 
led by communists and prominent Panama 
politicians who apparently had the sanction 
of the Panama government which had or
dered Panama police to stay away from the 
scenes of violence.2 

Our State Department t.ried to appease 
Panamanians by ordering U.S. Embassy per
sonnel in Panama to "curtail" the flying of 
the American fiag in front of our Embassy. 
Eisenhower tried to appease them by an
nouncing that Panama does have "titular 
sovereignty" over the Canal Zone.3 

Congress reacted angrily to Eisenhower's 
announcement. On February 2, 1960, the 
House passed a Resolution (381 to 12) which, 
in essence said that we should not permit 
the fiag of Panama to be :flown in our Canal 
Zone. On February 9, 1960, the House, in <an 
amendment to an appropriations bill, pro
hibited the expenditure of tax money for 
any flagpole to fly Panama's fiag in our Zone. 
On September 17 1960, (after Congress had 
adjourned) Eisenhower, defying Congress, 
ordered the fiag of Panama to be :flown at 
key places in the U.S. Canal Zone to dem
onstrate Panama's "titular sovereignty" over 
the whole Zone. 

On October 25, 1960, Senator John F. Ken
nedy expressed approval of Eisenhower's ac
tion, but said it should have been taken 18 
months earlier ,2 

On June 15, 1962, President Kennedy and 
President Chiari of Panama signed a secret 
memorand,um agr~eing to reneg.oti.a.te the 
1903 treaty.4 

On October 12, 1962, the Th.atcMr Ferry 
Bridge at Balboa (which the U.S. h .ad prom
ised in the 1955 treB~ty) WBIS d·ed~cated. Dur
i·Illg the ceremonies, a riot erutpted, and a 
p,anama mob des·ecrated the American fl.ag.2 

On Octoboc 29, 1962, Presidell1t Kennedy 
order-ed the raising of the Planam.a fiag at the 
American Canal Zone Administration Build
ing/z 

On January 10, 1963, the State Depart
ment announced that the United states had 
agreed: (1) to permit the Panama fiag to be 
:flown With the U.S. fi.ag anywhere in the 
Canal Zone; (2) to recognize Panama's sov
ereign right to issue papers of .authorization 
(exequaturs) to foreign consuls operating in 
the Canal Zone; ( 3) to use Panama postage 
in the Canal Zone; (4) to grant Panamanians 
in the Canal Zone opportunities and privi
leges equal to those of U.S. citizens, including 
U.S. Social Security benefits.2 

On July 23, 1963, the State Department an
nounced another agreement conferring more 
benefits and concessions on Panamanians 
employed in the Canal Zone. On October 29, 
1963, the Panama government announced offi
cial arrangements for Panama Independence 
Day parades, inside the Canal Zone. On No
vember 5, 1963, the City Council of Panama 
held an official Council meeting on the steps 
of the United States District Court House in 
the Canal Zone.a 

In Decemboc, 1963, the American Canal 
Z·one Governor (Robert J. Fleming, Jr.) 

ordered thBit the U.S. flag could no longer be 
flown at the U.S. Court House or at American 
schools in the canal Zone. Ameri·cans were 
even ordered not to fiy the American fiag at 
the Gamboa War Memorial inside the Canal 
Zone-a memorial to American soldiers who 
died in World War II.2 

On January 7, 1964, American students 
raised the American fiag at the American 
Balboa High School in the American Zone. 
The principal and a Calllal Zone official took 
the flag cLown. The students raised another 
:flag, and gave the pledge of allegiance. Of
ficials announced that the :flagpole would be 
removed. Students kept raisdng the American 
:flag each morning, taking it down at night, 
and keeping vigil over the :flagpole to prevent 
its removal.2 

On January 9, 1964, mobs of Panamanians 
rioted to protest the :flying of the American 
fiag at Balboa High School. The riots spread 
throughout Panama and the American Canal 
Zone. When they ended on January 13, an 
immense amount of American property had 
been destroyed or damaged. Twenty-one 
people were dead (including 4 American 
soldiers), and 300 injured.2 

Present negotiations, already "well on the 
way" toward total surrender of American 
sovereignty in the Canal Zone, were initiated 
by President Johnson as a result of the 
1964 riots. 

FOOTNOTES 

1 "New Canal Tre!lity Said Well Along," by 
Sam Pope Brewer, The Dallas Morning News, 
October 8, 1966, p. A3 

a "Panama-Part I," and "Panama--Part 
II," The Dan Smoot Report, J·anuary 20 and 
27, 1964, pp. 17-32 ( 1 copy for 25c, 6 for 
$1.00) 

a "U.S. Giving Up Canal; Agrees to Scrap 
Panama Pact, Write New One," Chicago 
Tribune, September 25, 1965, pp. 1, 2 

' "The Panama Canal-It Must Remain 
American," by Dr. Charles Callan Tansil 
(Committee on Pan-American Policy, 60 East 
42nd Street, New York, New York 10017; 
price: 15c) , 12 pp. 

[From the Dan Smoot Report, Nov. 14, 1966] 
OUR FLAG Is COMING DOWN IN PANAMA 

Present U.S.-Panama negotiations of a new 
treaty (to meet demands of Panama poli
ticians and of international communism that 
the U.S. surrender sovereignty over the Pan
ama Canal Zone) were initiated by President 
Johnson as a result of the bloody Panama 
riots in January, 1964. Those riots were pre
cipitated by Panama mobs protesting be
cause American students raised an American 
fiag, at an American high school, in the 
American Canal Zone. Here are exoerprt.a from 
a contemporary log kept by a La Crosse, 
Wisconsin, radio commentator who was in 
Panama as a tourist at the time of the riots: 

"The Canal Zone radio went off the air 
at 11 last night .... The radio announcers 
[on Panama stations outside the American 
Canal Zone] are screaming at the top of their 
lungs ... 'to kill all the Americans you see.' 
Thelma King, a deputado (congress-woman) 
and Communist, screaming for two hours on 
the radio and loudspeakers in the city-to 
hunt out all the Americans and butcher 
them in the streets. . . • 

"All kinds of armament ... in the hands 
of the mob: pistols, clubs, Molotov cocktails. 
. . . Snipers previously posted on the sur
rounding rooftops ... [tiring] with rifies at 
the [American Canal Zone] pollee. . . . The 
looters ... running in mobs ... looking 
in the streets and in windows for Americans 
to kill. ... 

"Then they attacked the U.S. Embassy. 
We ... phoned there, and were told to hang 
up as they were busy evacuating. So, there 
we were--no protection, and it appeared the 
U.S. didn't give a damn about us .... 

"A show of force any time during this 
anti-American Red-inspired riot would have 
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brought a quick end ... and saved how 
many American lives? How many Americans 
are now dead in their apartments, or torn 
to pieces and hacked to bits? How many are 
dead in the outside villages hanging from 
trees and lamp posts? How many? ... We 
know for sure the Panamanians hanged five 
Americans. Cut one more up in little pieces 
with machetes. This news ... has been 
classified as secret and the . . . . classifying 
is being done by our own government .... " 1 

All fighting in which Americans were in
volved occurred inside our Canal Zone where 
American troops were trying to protect 
American lives and American property from 
foreign mobs which had invaded American 
soil. Nonetheless, the Panama President ac
cused the United States of "aggression," 
and broke diplomatic relations saying he 
would not resume relations until the U.S. 
promised to renegotiate U .8.-Panama 
treaties. 

President Johnson said he would not yield 
to force and that violence was no basis for 
talks; yet, he rushed Thomas Mann to 
Panama for talks. On January 23, 1964, 
Johnson made an appeal for Panama tore
store diplomatic relations with us, promising 
to discuss or renegotiate anything. Com
menting on the riots, Johnson placed as 
much blame on American youngsters who 
had raised an American flag as on commu
n1st-led Panama mobs who had murdered, 
vandalized, and pillaged for more than a 
week.2 

On March 21, 1964, Johnson sent Panama 
another conciliatory message re-emphasizing 
his willingness to discuss anything desired 
by Panama. 

On April 3, 1964, Johnson resumed diplo
matic relations with Panama--on Panama's 
terms--and began negotiations for "prompt 
elimination of the causes of conflict between 
the two countries, without limitations or 
preconditions of any kind." 8 

On April 5, 1964, when General Douglas 
MacArthur died, the American and Panama 
flags were lowered to half-mast in our 
Canal Zone. A few Panama "students" ob
jected. The U. S. State Department, on 
orders from Johnson, had the Panama flag 
raised to full staff, above the American 
flag-in defiance of American military reg
ulations, which forbid the flying of any 
flag above ours on American son or at an 
American military installation.' 

On July 10, 1964, an Alliance for Progress 
team submitted to the government of Pana
ma a report saying that Panama should be 
given a more important role in the operation 
of the Canal; that Panamanians should be 
promoted to positions of high responsibility 
in the Canal organization; and that the 
U.S. should return to Panama all land in the 
Canal Zone that 1s not indispensable for 
maintenance, defense, and sanitation of 
the Canal.11 Alliance for Progress is the or
ganization which dispenses United States 
tax money to Panama and other Latin 
American countries. 

On July 15, 1964, the government of 
Panama released a report revealing its fu
ture plans for the Canal Zone. Among other 
things, Panama will force all Canal Zone resi
dents (Panamanians and non-Panam.anians 
alike) to move out. This will require them 
to live somewhere in the Republic of Panama 
where the government of Panama can levy 

1 "La Crosse Man, Caught In Panama Riots, 
Writes Home," by Don Athnos, The La Crosse 
Tribune, January 30, 1964, p. 1 and the edi
torial page. 

11 "Johnson Talk on Panama," .The New 
York Times, January 24, 1964, .p. 13. 

1 "Texts on Panama Accord," The New :York 
Times, April 4, 1964, p. 2. 

' "Humble Pie," editorial, The Dallas Morn
ing News, April 28, 1964, Sec. 4, p. 2. 

1 "RP Needs Bigger Role in PC, Alliance 
Says," Panama American, July 10, 1964, p. 1. 

income taxes on them. This plan is sup
ported, in part, by the Alliance for Prog
ress.6 

On December 18, 1964, President John
son-with the election safely behind him
announced that he would negotiate a new 
treaty to recognize Panama's sovereignty 
over the Canal Zone.7 

On September 24, 1965, Johnson gave a 
progress report, saying that, after 18 months 
of negotiations, the U.S. and Panama had 
decided to abolish the 1903 treaty, replacing 
it with a new one which would recogn1ze 
Panama's sovereignty over the Canal Zone 
and permit "political, economic, and social 
integration" of the Zone into the Republic 
of Panama. The new treaty will also provide 
for a new sea-level canal across Panama-
if the commission studying the problem de
cides that Panama is the best place for a new 
canal.8 

Johnson says he thinks the new sea-level 
canal being planned can be built on the 
site of the present Canal; but he promises 
that Panama will receive "adequate com
pensation for any economic damage suffered" 
if the new canal is built elsewhere. The im
plication of this promise is enormous. Pana
ma's two largest cities--Colon and Panama 
City, at the Pacific and Atlantic terminals 
of the Panama Canal-will die if a bigger 
Canal is built elsewhere. Johnson's promise 
of "adequate compensation" can mean noth
ing less than putting Panama's two major 
cities on the American dole forever.11 

On October 7, 1965, Diogenes de la Rosa (an 
admitted marxist who is Panama's negotiator 
in treaty talks with the U.S.) spoke to the 
Panama National Assembly, giving Panama's 
official reaction to the promises President 
Johnson had made on September 24. De la 
Rosa said that Panama's objective is "a 
Panaman1an canal in Panamanian territory 
under the Panaman1a'n flag." He acknowl
edged that in 1964, Panama's direct income 
from the Canal was $115.4 million, which gen
erated activities totaling another $233 mil
lion for Panama. This income derived from 
the Panama Canal Zone was 39% of the 
Republic of Panama's gross national product 
($578.8 million)-a "fearful figure," de Ia 
Rosa said.10 

Panama demands that the U.S. continue 
to supply technology, experience, and money 
to operate the Canal, but under Panamanian 
direction and sovereignty, guaranteeing to 
Panama whatever economic benefits Panama 
feels she should receive. Panama also de
mands that we pay for the privilege of rend
ering such vital services to Panama by: (1) 
constructing another bridge across the 
Canal-this one on the Atlantic side; (2) 
providing ports, piers, and auxiliary installa
tions for the cities of Panama and Colon; 
(3) improving and expanding our fac1lities 
for furnishing sanitary water to the Republic 
of Panama; (4) providing short-range and 
long-range "training of Panamanians in all 
occupations." 10 In other words, they want 
us to pay for a poverty program that will 
embrace the total populrution of Panama. 

On February 3, 1966, Dr. Arnulfo Arias (for
mer President of Panama who was defeated 

8 "Shift Zonians To RP, Levy Taxes, RP 
Asks," Panama American, July 15, 1964, p. 1. 

7 "U.S. Decides To Dig A New Canal At Sea 
Level in Latin America and Renegotiate Pan
ama Pact," by Tad Szulc, The New York 
Times, December 19, 1954, pp. 1, 10. 

a "U.S. to SCrap 1903 Treaty With Panama," 
by Mike Quinn, The Dallas Morning News, 
September ·25, 1965, p. 1. 

11 "U.S. Giving Up Canal," by Michael Pa
kenham and Jules DuBois, Chicago Tribune, 
September 25, 1965, pp. 1, 2. 

10 "RP's Sweeping Treaty Agenda Revealed,'' 
Star & Herald (English-language newspaper 
published in Panama) , October 8, 1965, pp. 
1, 8. 

by Marco A. Robles in 1964) said the Pan
aman1an people will accept no treaty with 
the U.S. which is negotiated by the Robles 
administration. Asked whether he would sup
port a Robles-negoti8.1ted treaty that con
formed with his own position, Arias said, 
facetiously: 

"If the treaty is very good-if they give us 
a few little things like New York City-we 
accept it." u 

When the January, 1964, riots erupted in 
Panama, a propaganda campaign against 
the Panama Canal erupted in the Un1ted 
States. The theme of the campaign was that 
the Panama Canal, great in its time but 
now inadequate and obsolete, should be re
placed with a larger sea-level canal. On Sep
tember 2, 1964, Congress hastily p·assed a b1ll 
appropriating a large amount of tax money 
for studies of sea-level canal alternatives to 
the present Canal.u 

The propaganda (preparing Americans to 
accept without protest the giveaway of .one 
of their most valuable possessions, by con
vincing them it is no longer useful) does not 
recogn1ze, much less answer, the critical 
question: If our government will not hold 
on to the Panama Canal which it has owned 
and operated for 52 years, will our govern
merut protect a muLti-billion-dollar invest
ment in a new canal? 

Surrendering our Canal Zone territory and 
giving away our present Canal will whet 
foreign appetites for more. If we build a new 
canal (in Panama or elsewhere in Central 
America) the nation that provides the right
of-way wm demand full sovereignty and 
ownership. 

In all Central American nations where a 
sea-level canal might be built, general politi
cal instability is so commonplace, and com
munist influence so strong, that a canal op
erated under any authority except the exclu
sive authority of the Un1ted States would be 
a detriment, not an asset, to our nation. 

From the day the Republic of Panama was 
born, her economy has revolved around bene
fits provided by the United States. Her mili
tary security, and the health of her people, 
depend on us. Our treatment of Panama has 
always been magnanimous. Our only dis
service to that nation has resulted from our 
government's efforts to comply with the out
rageous demands of Panama politicians-
thus encouraging them to keep their country 
in turmoil, making it profitable for them to 
play poUtics with the "yankee imperialism" 
propaganda of commun1sm. 

The treaty of 1903--the birth certificate 
of the Republic of Panam~id not give us 
too much in comparison with what Panama 
got. 

When we acquired right to build the 
Canal, we accepted responsibility to main
tain, operate, and defend it. A vulnerable, 
critically-important, ten-mile-wide strip of 
land such as the Canal Zone cannot be easily 
defended by military bases confined within 
the strip itself. Our government did not in
sist on a wider Canal Zone in 1903, because 
the Treaty gave us the right to acquire any 
property anywhere in Panama. which might 
be needed for operation, sanitation, or de
fense of the Canal. 

In the treaty of 1936-39 and in the treaty 
of 1955, the Republic of Panama promised to 
cooperate in every way feasible to demon
strate mutual understanding and coopera
tion between the two countries and to 
strengthen bonds of understanding and 
friendship between their respective peoples. 

Panama has blatantly and continuously 
violated the expressed intent of both 
treaties. Hence, we should declare both 

ll"Arias Says Government Lacks Support 
To Get Treaty Passed,'' Star & Herald, Feb
ruary 4, 1966, p. 1 ff . . 

12 "Help! Save The Panama Canal,'' by Har
old Lord Varney, American Opinion reprint, 
March, 1965, 16 pp. 
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treaties null and void. We should return to 
the terms of the original treaty of 1903, and 
enforce them meticulously, with the m111tary 
might of our nation if necessary. 

The present Panama Canal is not obsolete. 
It is too small for a few of our aircraft car
riers, but will handle most of our naval craft 
and commercial vessels. We should keep the 
Canal, as well as the Zone surrounding it, 
exclusively under our jurisdiction and con
trol, making whatever improvements our na
tional interests may require. We do not need 
the consent or approval of Panama. All we 
need is an aroused and determined publlc 
which will compel our government to assert 
our national rights. 

Suggestion: Begin now dem~nding that 
Congress stop spending tax money on plans 
for a new transisthmian canal. Begin now 
bombarding U.S. Senators with demands 
that the Senate reject the new U.S.-Panama 
treaty when President Johnson submits it. 

BLACKMAIL FOR PEACE 
Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Louisiana? 

'IIhere was no objection. 
Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, the busi

ness protection racket of AI Capone 40 
years ago was a tenderfoot program com
pared to today's leftwing extremists. 

The blackjack operation of rioters and 
demonstrators to frighten President 
Johnson into a $75 million appropriation 
to appease rioters in major American 
cities this summer is sheer criminal 
blackmail. Denouncing our leaders and 
Government as imperialists and oppres
sors of the poor, they would now set the 
stage to scream exploitation and being 
bought off with "hush money." 

In fact, our Vice President, in talking 
to leaders in Washington, D.C., put it on 
the line: 

Do you know how much a riot will cost 
this clty-1'11 lay it on the line. No matter 
how much you pay now, it won't even be a 
down payment on the damage from the 
trouble. 

It is like a bank president receiving 
a call from the sheriff that unless the 
bankers kick in to build recreational 
facilities for the voters the people will 
rob their banks. The bankers pay off and 
thank the crooks for leaving them a part 
of their money. 

Mr. Speaker, Hitler, in his rise to 
power, threatened people's cities and 
their lives and property. He was able to 
shake down every major country in the 
world until eventually the leaders had 
to stand up and take notice. 

.The courage for law and order and 
leadership has dropped so low that it is 
like the woman who disapproved of vio
lence. She was a patsy and could not 
say "no" if it hurt someone's feelings. 
She was never raped-she prevented vio
lence by giving in. 

Why do our leaders and our business
men not look honestly at the facts and 
determine who the blackmailers against 
law and order and. the American people 
are--and what the financial shakedown 
is for. There is ample proof on record 
that the boycotts, riots, and violence 
never would have occurred without the 

war on poverty. The American taxpayer 
has financed this little game of threats, 
scare, and overthrow. And we are now 
being asked to re-finance another long 
hot summer? Paying blackmail does not 
pay off-it only costs more in the end. 

Mr. Speaker, I include two articles 
dealing with this subject: 
[From the Washington Evening Star, May 19, 

1967] 
PLAN To PREVENT RIOTS Is PUSHED BY 

JOHNSON 
(By Lyle Denniston) 

President Johnson plans to put a quick 
infusion of cash into city projects to help 
prevent rioting this summer. 

Johnson told a press conference late 
yesterday that his staff aides had been spend
ing their- weekends "for the last several 
weeks" trying to discover methods of pre
venting unrest-in Washington, Baltimore 
and eight other major cities. 

If Congress will put up the $75 million 
he recently requested, Johnson said, "we 
Will immediately get it to areas that need 
it." 

The funds would "provide employment, to 
supervise recreation, light playgrounds, pro
vide new jobs, swimming pools, hydrants, et 
cetera, in cooperation With the mayors and 
school board officials," Johnson explained. 

The special $75 million appropriation faced 
a Senate test today as part of a catchall 
money bill supplying more than $2.26 billion 
for a wide range of federal undertakings. 

The money was requested by Johnson after 
the House had approved the bulky measure 
with a total some $218 mill1on below that 
approved by the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee. 

The President said Sen. John 0. Pastore, 
D-R.I., had assured him of Senate efforts to 
clear the $75 million and "we are now work
ing on House members, hoping they will 
approve that request." 

The investigation of possible summer 
work-play projects have been made, the 
President said, in San Francisco, New York, 
Chicago, Baltimore, Washington and five 
other cities, which he did not name. 

FIVE DOMESTIC ISSUES 
Johnson's remarks made it clear he was 

concerned about recent reports, rising in 
nlllnber, that city officials around the coun
try expected rioting to occur this summer 
unless something were done. 

[From the Washington Evening Star, 
May 19, 1967] 

HUMPHREY TELLS DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TO 
Am POOR OR FACE RIOTS 

Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey laid 
it on the line to District leaders yesterday: 
Provide for the poor of the District this sum
mer before there is violence. 

"I challenge the District of Columbia to 
stand up to the agitators, not by scolding 
them and telling them they are wrong
which they are-but by doing something 
about meeting the real problems." 

The vice president was asking business 
leaders to provide jobs this summer for 
needy youths in his "Youth Opportunity 
Caznpaign.'' 

Humphrey said, "Every business firm in 
this city has something to lose if there. is 
trouble this summer." 

The meeting was called by the Metropolitan 
Washington Board of Trade, which invited 
Humphrey to appear, in the District Build
-ing main hearing room. About 250 persons 
attended. -

Humphrey said he wouldn't .debate with 
demagogues, obviously referring to extremist 
civil rights leaders. But he went on: 

"Do you know how much a riot will cost 
this city-I'll lay it on the lln.e. 

"No matter how much you pay now it won't 
even be a downpayment on the damage from 
the trouble." 

Humphrey said people had told him not to 
talk about such things as riots, but he said, 
"We're all grown up now and have to face 
such things." 

"We need preventative medicine before we 
are struck down by the disease of violence." 

"There are those who want to mar our 
good record last summer," Humphrey said. 
"My blood is red hot for doing something con
structive around here." 

He called on the busines~ leaders, repre
sented by Board of Trade Presiden.t Leonard 
Doggett who introduced him, to give jobs 
to the 20,000 District youngsters needing 
them. 

Mr. Speaker, I also include the docu
mented story "Suffer Little Children," 
by Shirley Scheibla, which appeared in 
Barron's on May 8 at this point in the 
RECORD: 

SUFFER LITTLE CHILDREN: ANTIPOVERTY FuNDS 
ARE FINANCING PUBLIC SCHOOL BOYCOTTS 

(By Shirley Scheibla) 
WASHINGTON.-On May Day this demon

stration-plagued city endured its first school 
boycott. An estimated 400 students met on 
the grounds of the Washington National 
Monument to hear such volunteer teachers 
as James Bevel, who led the recent anti-Viet
nam war demonstration in New York. While 
the boycott boosted normal absenteeism by 
only 1,000 pupils, and could hardly be called 
a triumph of militance, lot had some note
worthy aspects. 

The action was planned as a protest against 
the recent reappointment of Dr. Carl F. Han
sen, who had earned national acclaim as an 
educator, as Superintendent of Schools of the 
District of Columbia. Opposition to him 
springs from his stubborn refusal to meet 
t .he demands of anti-poverty, leftist and 
"civil rights" groups, which are seeking to 
carry out the War on Poverty's heady prom
ise of "maximum feasible participation." 
To them, this means having parents ulti
mately set school policy. Meantime, they 
want a superintendent who will abolish 
grades, hire non-teachers to teach, present 
history and social studies With what they 
regard as the proper slant, and bus Negro 
children to suburban schools. The anti-pov
erty forces argue that such measures would 
improve the lot of the impoverished Negro 
children who make up most of the D.C. 
school population. Dr. Hansen calls this a 
formula for chaos. 

SIMILAR AIMS 

The boycott has been tardy in rPaching 
Washington. Chicago, Rochester and New 
York City had school boycotts much earlier, 
the aims of which--control of the public 
schools-have been remarkably similar. In 
each case, moreover, leftists and anti-poverty 
workers have fostered the organized unrest. 

Far from disclaiming any connection 
with the turmoil, anti-poverty workers are 
proud of their roles. For example, Melvin 
Moore, Assistant Director of the Near North
east ' Neighborhood Development Program 
here (which receives federal antipoverty 
funds), told Barron's, "It might be neces
sary to do away with the schools and start 
all over again." 

Preston Wilcox, a New York school boycott 
leader and pald consultant to the omce of 
Economic Opportunity tn Washington, told 
Barron's "What we need is more violence to 

·accomplish our aims." Kelvin Mogulotr, 
OEO Regional Director in Ban Francisco, told 
a Howard University aUdience here: "We 
must support the following functions ..• 
educating clients to understand that they 
are a valuable resource to agencies-that 
if · they do · not choose to play the role of 
client, the producing system will collapse. 
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This is exactly the gambit used in the school 
boycotts. Schools, after all, need pupils." 

DISTIUCT OF COLUMBIA HEADSTART 

What is happening in Washington points 
up an increasingly worrisome problem for 
educators and the general public. Dr. Han
sen incurred the wrath of antipoverty work
ers when the D.C. school system was given 
responsib111ty for D.C. Head Start, a program 
to prepare impoverished children for en
tering elementary school. Funds were to 
come f:rom the United Planning Organiza
tion, the local anti-poverty agency funded 
by the Office of Economic Opportunity. The 
D.C. school system would not be paid until 
UPO approved its final report. 

Dr. Hansen objected to the arrangement 
and refused to sign such a contract. The su
perintendent also balked at accepting 
responsib111ty without authority. He told the 
D.C. Board of Education that UPO had 
saddled Head Start with conditions under 
which the school system could not run the 
program. Subsequently, it became clear that 
UPO merely was following orders from OEO, 
first circulated by word-of-mouth and then 
put in writing in an official memorandum, 
issued November 7, 1966. 

Signed by Lawrence E. Williams, Acting 
Director of OEO's Mid-Atlantic Regional Of
fice, it said that each agency delegated to 
run a Head Star.t program must have poMcy 
set by a committee composed 50% of the 
parents of the children enrolled; "the re
maining half of the committee should be 
drawn from (a) parents and community 
members of previous policy advisory commit
tees; (b) representatives of public and pri
vate associations and organizations; (c) in
terested members of the community-at
large." This' policy committee, the memo ex
plained, must app~ove the selection of a 
Head Start director and all of the non-pro
fessional staff. 

WOULD VIOLATE LAWS 

Dr. Hansen won several points in connec
tion with Head Start. Along with school 
superintendents from nearby Montgomery, 
Prince Georges and Charles counties in 
Maryland, Arlington and Fairfax counties in 
Virginia and the cities of Alexandria and 
Falls Church in Virginia, he wrote to Sar
gent Shriver and complained that the un
precedented authority for the policy commit
tee would violate laws which give school 
boards authority to hire and fire. 

This move led Mr. Williams to write an
other memorandum in which he said that 
a school board should not be placed in the 
position of hiring a key executive in whom 
it or the committee does not have confidence. 
He said the choice must be made only after 
"an effective process of consultation between 
a school board and a committee." He failed 
to say what would happen in case of a dead
lock between the board and the committee 
over the choice of a director. 

Dr. Hansen also won the :r;ight to pay Head 
Start teachers salaries commensurate with, 
not higher than, those of other teachers. 
Even so, the D.C. school system was swamped 
with requests for Head Start appointments 
on a political basis. Foreseeing that Head 
Start could become a new political patron
age base, Dr. Hansen lashed out publicly 
at "power grabbers and politicians" trying 
to use anti-poverty money for such a pur
pose. 

MODEL SCHOOL DIVISION 

The redoubtable superintendent also 
balked at placing the so-called Model School 
Division under the control of the policy com
mittee set up to run Head Start. This was 
the name given to innovative educationiJ.l 
processes tried at 24 D.C. schools, including 
new kinds of reading programs, tutoring 
services, extension of the school day, teach
ing on Saturdays, volunteer services of col
lege and university students and a parent 

education project. All told, the Model School 
Division accounted for about 5% of the total 
costs of the 24 schools, and was paid for 
by UPO. 

Dr. Hansen insisted that an investment of 
5% should not give UPO control over 95% 
of the budget. Moreover, he argued that he 
could not ask Congress for money to run 
these schools unless the school system con
trolled their budgets. 

Subsequently, an OEO educational con
sultant advised the UPO that it was a bad 
idea to split up the funding for the Divi
sion among many schools. On April 14, 1967, 
UPO not only took the hint, but went even 
farther; its board of trustees voted 10 to 8 
against funding the Division at all. Instead, 
it voted to spend $242,000 previously con
templated for the Division for "education 
action teams" to organize D.C. residents to 
press for changes in the schools, i.e., more 
money · for activities upon which the UPO 
had already .embarked. 

FARMER AND RUSK 

On June 4, 1966, UPO sponsored jointly 
with the Washington Urban League a Com
munity Action Assembly in this city, at 
which James Farmer, former director of 
the Qongress of Racial Equality, was the 
keynote speaker. The League receives anti
poverty funds from UPO; its Associate Direc
tor is David Rusk, son of the Secretary of 
State. At an Urban League meeting in Phil
adelphia last summer, the young Mr. Rusk 
stated: 

"How much do you have to show your 
'black bourgeoise' board member before he 
decides that it's about time to shelve this 
old, comfortable image of the Urban League, 
which didn't picket, boycott, or organize 
strikes? . . . How much does the• white busi
nessman have to see before realizing that 
the Urban League should no longer be a 
moderating and reasonable influence?" 

Among the 450 people who attended that 
jointly sponsored assembly were representa
tives of virtually all of Washington's many 
federally funded anti-poverty agencies. The 
assembly established the Committee for 
Community Action in Public Education 
( COAPE) , and named the aforementioned 
Melvin Moore as its chairman. Mr. Moore was 
then, and still is, Assistant Director of the 
Near Northeast Neighborhood Development 
Program, funded by UPO. 

Embracing the aims of the anti-poverty 
worker, the CCAPE decided that the best 
means of achieving them would be to abolish 
the appointed D.C. Board of Education and 
elect another within six months. If that 
proved impossible, it would set up a shadow 
board to publicize the will of anti-poverty 
forces. When this proved more easily said 
than done, CCAPE decided to concentrate on 
getting rid of Superintendent Hansen. 

A SLEEP-IN 

Meantime, the UPO ruled that since Mr. 
Moore was employed in the anti-poverty pro
gram, he should not head CCAPE. He then 
stepped down to Vice Chairman, while the 
Reverend Channing E. Phillips, pastor of 
Lincoln Memorial Congregational Temple, 
took over as Chairman. Rev. Ph1llips gave up 
his job as Co-Chairman of the D.C. Coalition 
of Conscience, in which capacity he took 
part in a sleep-in at the Anacostia-Boll1ng 
military complex in Southeast Washington. 
Under Rev. Phillips, the Coalition of Con
science also sponsored a boycott of Washing
ton merchants. 

Rev. Phillips wound up getting anti-pov
erty funds after all, however. Besides his 
CCAPE post, he is Chairman of the Housing 
Development Corp., set up to house the im
poverished. Last February, OEO gave HDC 
$294,294 for administrative expenses, and 
the Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment promised an additional $100,000. 
HDC's proposal to OEO indicates it wants 

to make use of rent supplements to locate 
poor people in middle class housing. It adds: 
"Welfare recipients, persons with criminal 
records, alcoholics and men and women liv
ing together out of wedlock will be wel
comed." 

Despite his far-flung activities, Rev. 
Phillips has found time to lobby against Dr. 
Hansen at the Board of Education. Wearing 
his .JCAPE hat, he went to the Board last 
November to contend that Dr. Hansen is "in
capable of implementing and administering 
decisions of the Board which may be incon
sistent with his own thinking." Other anti
poverty workers followed this up by picket
ing Dr. Hansen at his oftlce on February 15 
with slgns saying: "Hansen must go." 

DESTROY CONFIDENCE 

Earlier, UPO's community action centers 
set out to destroy the parents' confidence in 
the schools. Melvin Moore led a group of 
parents in picketing Crummell School to 
protest its condition. A poster distributed 
last November by UPO's Urban League 
Neighborhood Development Center asked, 
"How concerned are the members of the 
Board of Education about the conditions of 
the schools your children attend? Are you 
aware of these facts?" Then it stated, "Perry 
School is condemned and might fall on your 
child any minute. Seaton School has a defec
tive boiler that might blow up any minute." 

Dr. Hansen ordered an immediate inspec
tion of the Seaton School boilers, which re
vealed nothing wrong. He also called for a 
structural investigation of the Perry ·School; 
subsequently J. A. Blaser, Director of Build
ings and Grounds, issued a report which 
concluded that the school is "structurally 
safe, sound and solid." 

The Board of Education met on March 15 
to vote on the reappointment of Dr. Hansen. 
It voted 5 to 4 to reappoint him for a three
year term when his contract expires May 15. 
His victory, however, was not clear-cut. Out 
of the five members who voted for him, the 
terms of three expire in June. It then will 
be up to federal judges either to reappoint 
them or name successors. Without a major
ity on the Board, Dr. Hansen could be help
less. 

EXPLOSIVE ACTION 

Nevertheless, the reaction to the vote was 
explosive. Julius Hobson immediately called 
for a school boycott on May 1. He is an em
ploye of the Social Security Administration 
here and also heads the Washington omce 
of ACT, a civil rights group. He has accused 
Dr. Hansen of having "consigned the poor 
and the black children of this community 
... to the economic and social junk heap." 

Mr. Hobson has an interesting background. 
In the early 'Sixties, he was Chairman of the 
Congress of Racial Equality (CORE). Cur
rently he has two court cases pending against 
the D.C. school system. In one he charged 
that appointment of the Board of Education 
by judges is unconstitutional. The D.C. Court 
of Appeals ruled against Mr. Hobson, who 
says he will appeal to the U.S. Supreme 
Court. In the other, he asked the court to 
give control of the D.C. public schools to the 
U.S. Commissioner of Education until racial 
imbalance in the schools is changed. This 
case is pending. 

The Washington Star recently quoted Mr. 
Hobson as follows: "You can't make Socialist 
promises within the Capitalist system. It 
won't work. I'm a Marxist Socialist, not a 
Communist, but I don't have any illusions 
that I can change the system, although I 
think I can iinprove it." 

In March, Mr. Hobson announced that 
supporters of the boycott include Ralph D. 
Fertig, Exetmtive Director o:r UPO's South
east Neighborhood House; Patricia Salton
stall, paid Director of Volunteer Services for 
UPO; Mrs. Willie Hardy, former Director of 
UPO's ·university Neighborhood Council; 
CORE and SNCC. . 

I 
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VARIATION ON A THEME 

What is happening here is only a variation 
on a theme which began to develop first in 
New York City with Mobilization for Youth, 
a federally funded group which served as in
spiration and pilot project for the com
munity action phase of the War on Poverty. 

A December 1964 report of the New York 
(State) Senate Committee on Affairs of the 
C11ty of New York found th:a.t •MFY employees 
aided community organizations which con
ducted the school boycott of that year and 
even made MFY fac111ties and equipment 
available to them. · 

Rev. Milton A. Ge.lamison was the leader 
of the school boycott then, as well as of those 
which have recurred in New York each year. 
A friend of Rev. Phillips of Washington, he 
shares his beliefs and aims regarding public 
schools. Like Rev. Ph1llips, Rev. Galamison is 
involved in the War on Poverty, as a member 
of New York City's Poverty Board, a policy
making group established by Mayor John V. 
Lindsay. 

Preston Wilcox is another boycott leader 
in New York. During the student pull-out 
earlier this spring, he was in charge of the 
so-called Liberation Schools, set up to avoid 
running afoul of truancy laws. (Rev. Gala
mison was jailed in 1965 for doing so.) Re
cently, Lloyd K. Garrison, President of New 
York's Board of Eduoation, announced that 
the program he was discussing with Harlem 
groups was based on proposals written by 
Mr. Wilcox. 

BLACK POWER 

The latter is Assistant Professor at the 
School of Social Work a;t Columbia Ulil
versity. The School · has received $300,000 
from OEO to train workers for Volunteers in 
Service to America (VISTA) and an addi
tional $93,000 to evaluSite the effectiveness of 
the workers it has trained. A poster on the 
wall of his office a;t Ool umbia. proclaims 
"black power." He says, "I just wish we had 
more Stokeley Carmichaels." 

The aims of the boycotters, as he outlined 
them to Barron's, are essentially the same in 
New York as in Washington-control of the 
public schools. Asked if he thought parents 
were technically qualified to decide on school 
curricula and employment of teachers and 
principals, he replied that in a democracy, 
Negro parents should have the same oppor
tunity to make mistakes as anybody else. He 
added that if given a choice between a 
Negro principal and a white one with much 
higher qualifications, he would choose the 
Negro without hesitation. 

As noted, Mr. Wilcox is on the anti-pov
erty payroll. He is a paid consultant to OEO 
for the Upward Bound program, which is 
supposed to help impoverished high school 
students prepare for college. He also is a 
consultant to the Community Association of 
the East Harlem Triangle, Inc., ( CAEHT), 
which receives federal anti-poverty funds. In 
addition he says he is "the author of two 
funded anti-poverty proposals, Massive Eco
nomic Neighborhood Development (MEND) 
and the United Block Association (UBA) ." 
Both receive OEO money. So do the Man
hattanville Community Centers, where vol
unteers conducted the "Liberation Schools." 
Moreover, school boycotters met in a UBA 
building. 

A quick glance at others involved in the 
New York boycotts turns up one anti-pov
erty worker after another. Alice Kornagay, 
one of the leaders of the student strike at 
Public School 201, works for CAEHT. Babette 
Edwards, another boycott leader, is a paid 
worker for MEND. Helen Testamark, also a 
leader, 1s employed aB a teacher aide under 
a program financed with Federal anti-pov
erty funds. 

Asked if he is concerned about the role 
of anti-poverty workers in the boycotts, 
Mitchell Sviridotr, New York's Human Re
sources Administrator, replied, "The top 
leaders are not anti-poverty people." He 

added that many of those in the ranks of 
boycotters may be community organizers un
der the federal anti-poverty program. 

Several New York public school officials are 
unable to emulate Mr. Sviridoff's cool or con
ceal their concern over the activities of anti
poverty workers. Says one official who has 
been intimately involved, "I am sure that the 
boycotts never would have occurred without 
the War on Poverty." 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM HAS 
WORKED WELL IN HAWAII 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at .this point in the REcoRD and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection ·to ~he request of the gentleman 
from Hawaii? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, as we 

continue consideration of H.R. 1318, the 
bill to amend and extend the Food Stamp 
Act of 1964, I would like to call to the 
attention of my colleagues a very timely 
article which appeared in the May 11, 
1967, issue of the Honolulu Advertiser, 
and which gives a first-hand observation 
on how the food stamp program has op
erated in the State of Hawaii. I believe 
this report on the operation of the food 
stamp program in Hawaii will afford con
siderable insight into the manner in 
which the program is assisting eligible 
needy famiUes in many other parts of the 
Nation. • 

The extension of the food stamp pro
gram is necessary to insure the continu
ance of what I consider to be the best 
program thus far instituted to provide 
needy, low-income families with a bet
ter balanced and more nutritious diet. 
However, the effectiveness of the pro
gram should not be impaired by the 
amendment requiring a 20-percent par
ticipation by the States in the purchase 
of bonus coupons. As I pointed out in 
the floor debate on May 15, 1967, the 
claim that the amendment intends to 
bring in the States as cost-sharing par
ticipants in the program is not alto
gether a valid one, and to require the 
States to pay an additional $40 million 
annually would surely kill the program 
in States that may not be able to pro
vide the matching funds. 

The Hawaii State Department of So
cial Services has done an outstanding 
job in making the food stamp program 
work effectively in our State, and in the 
words of Miss Christina Lam, food stamp 
coordinator for the department: 

This isn't simply a welfare program. It's 
a program that helps these people help them
selves. 

In view of the vote this week on this 
important legislation, I urge my col
leagues to read Barbara Mllz's article 
which outlines the succees of the food 
stamp program in the 50th State: 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM TuRNS OUT QUITE A 
TASTY DISH 

(By Barbara Milz) 
Food stamps issued under a joint Federal

State program added more than $42,263 
worth of food to the tables of low-income 
Hawaii fam111es last month. 

"I just wish we could tell everybody about 
this," said Christina Lam, food stamp coor-

dinator for the State Department of Social 
Services. 

"All our lower income families should be 
able to eat better, and through this program, 
we can help them do so.". 

When the food stamp started in Hawaii a 
year ·ago, only 300 families signed up. The 
rolls now list 1,911 famllies-7,412 indi
viduals. 

"This isn't simply a welfare program,'' Miss 
Lam said. "It's a program that helps these 
people help themselves." 

Miss Lam explained that while many of 
the food stamp plan members are on wel
fare, some are not. "We even have student 
families, fam111es where the couple is attend
ing the University and getting by on very 
little income," she said. 

"We couldn't aid them in any other way, 
but ynth this food stamp program, we're 
seeing 'well fed, healthy babies. 

"Tomato puree is much cheaper than 
canned tomatoes. Mainland eggs are just as 
good as Island eggs, and they're much cheap
er. And we're teaching our participants 
things like this." 

"This is an educational program, too. We 
have an obligation to teach the people to 
make better use of food, to serve better 
meals with what they have." 

Miss Lam named with obvious pride mem
bers of the advisory committee of nutrition
ists who work out low-cost menus and recipes 
for the food program participants. 

Participating members in the program re
ceive a new recipe or a shopping hint each 
month. "They complain if they don't," Miss 
Lam said. 

"And this is the first time many of our peo
ple using the program have been in banks. 

"The people who qualify for the program 
come in here to the Social Services Depart
ment and are certified for the program. 

"They receive an authorization to purchase 
food coupons and an identity card. 

"Then, the person goes to the bank once 
a month with his authorization, and buys the 
food coupons there. Only, he gets more cou
pons than he pays for." 

Miss Lam pulled out a chart to explain. 
"Say for instance you are living alone and 
your net income is $100 a month. You would 
be paying about $20 for food items alone 
If you spend that $20 for food coupons, 
you'd get $26 worth of coupons." 

Miss Lam pointed to another line in the 
chart. "Look at this one. If a five-member 
family has a net income of $275 a month, 
they can spend $84 for food stamps. For this 
amount they will receive food stamps worth 
$112. That's an increase of $28 they can spend 
for food." 

"Mamas like this plan. Papa can't use the 
food stamps for beer." 

Miss Lam switched back to banks and the 
food stamp plan. 

"The First National Bank, all but in some 
places on the Big Island, is where our people 
go to buy their food stamps. The banks have 
been cooperating beautifully. 

"For many of our people this is the first 
time they've ever been in a bank. It's one 
of those things we're doing that's educa
tional. 

"The banks get a tiny service fee for han
dling this, but -we think it's important to 
get our people into banks, get them used to 
things other people are used to. 

"When people first come into our program. 
some are disappointed because they think we 
are going to give them money. 

"We don't. They have to make that first 
investment on their own. They have to use 
their own money to buy the stamps, but then 
they get so much more for their money that 
way." 

April fi·gures show that the 1,911 families 
in the program here spent $106,758 of their 
own money for food. For this they rec-eived 
$149,200 worth of groceries in the stores. 

The Federal government will pay the 
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grocers for the stamps the stores accept in
stead of cash. 

"It's so much better than the old surplus 
food program," Miss Lam said. 

"Under that, the people got only what 
happened to be in surplus at the time. Our 
local people might not like too much beans, 
corn meal, that sort of thing. But that's what 
they got under the old program.. 

"And the butter we used to get," Miss 
Lam remembered, shuddering slightly. "It 
would come in by ship, and there wouldn't 
be room for it on the docks, and· it would 
get all melting, and we'd have to scurry 
around trying to find a place to store it un
til we could get it to the people. This pro
gram is even so much better. 

"But so many of the people remember the 
old program, and they may think the new 
program is like that. They need to be con
vinced that the program is good before they'll 
sign up. 

"It's a long, slow process, getting all the 
eligible families told about the program. 
Please help us get them the word!" 

Miss Lam also wanted people to be told 
that if they can't get to the department to 
sign up, it's possible a worker can visit them 
at home. 

"We know it's difficult for some people to 
come in here," she said. "Ask those in rural 
areas to call us at 507-711, ext. 262, and we'll 
take the applications in the field. 

"We'll also call at the homes of people 
who are too elderly to get around easily, or 
who otherwise just can't get to our ofiice. 

"On the Neighbor Islands, the low income 
familles can get the same service by calling 
their Social Services ofiice there." 

Miss Lam is armed with comments from 
people who like the food stamp program. 

"A telling statement from a mother of 10 
children sums up the feeling: "I Wish they 
had it when I was a child." 

CHARLOTTE KANDA ADJUDGED 
WINNER IN LEGION ORATORICAL 
CONTEST 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Spe,aker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the REcORD and in
clude e~traneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the -gentleman 
from Hawaii? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, Miss 

Charlotte Kanda, a junior at Hila High 
School, has been chosen as one of the 
two district winners from the Island of 
Hawaii in the American Legion's. 30th an
nual national high school oratorical con
test. 

The Legion, long recognized as one of 
our Nation's most patriotic organiza
tions, cited Miss Kanda for her speech 
entitled "Our Constitution: Worth Hav
ing-Worth Defending," and I have 
found it to be one of the most mature 
and thoughtful speeches that I have had 
the opportunity to read. 

A significant portion of her discussion 
on how she feels about the Constitution, 
and now this great historic document re
lates to our democratic society today, is 
found in this sentence where she says: 

"We" are the people who constitute this 
nation. The largest respons1bil1ty is placed in 
our hands--that of adhering to the principles 
of the Constitution and carrying them out 
to the fullest. It 1s our responsibility to give 
life ·to our American ideals and incorporate 
them in our everyday life. 

This statement is an encouraging re
minder that the young people of the 

United States should not be judged by the 
vociferous, maladjusted minority. Our 
country builds its future on young citi
zens like Charlotte Kanda, and I believe 
we can take heart from the responsible 
thinking that is reflected in her speech, 
that our future is in good hands. 

It is with pleasure that I extend my 
congratulations to this outstanding 
young citizen of Hawaii, and in order that 
·my colleagues will have an opportunity to 
Tead Miss Kanda's speech, I am submit
ting for inclusion in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD the full text of her award-win
ning speech, "Our Constitution: Worth 
Having-Worth Defending": 
OuR CoNSTITUTION: WoRTH HAVING--WoRTH 

DEFENDING · 
(EDITOR'S NOTE.-Following is the text Of a 

speech by Charlotte Kanda of Hilo High 
School, one of two . Big Island district win
ners of the 30th annual National High School 
Oratorical Contest sponsored by the Amer
ican Legion. The text of the speech by the 
other winner, Nelson Enriques of Kohala 
High School, will be published next Sunday.) 

William Gladstone, the great English 
statesman, once referred to the COnstitution 
of the United States as "the most wonder
ful work ever struck off at one time by the 
brain and · purpose of man." There is no 
doubt today, that the Constitution is one 
of the most important documents in our 
history. It is considered as the supreme law 
of the land and establishes the framework 
of the United States government. The Con
stitution formed the rights and Uberties of 
the American people and made the United 
States a nation shielded by democracy. 

Certainly, it has been noted that there was 
never a group of men, more anxio;usly de
voted to the purpose committed to them, 
than were the members of the Constitutional 
Convention. On May 14, 1787, fifty-five dele
gates of the confederation congress met for 
the "sole and express purpose of revising the 
Articles of Confederation". Those who at
tended the convention accomplished far 
more than they had intended to do. Instead 
of merely revising the Articles, they drew up 
a remarkable form of government, the United 
States Constitution. This new, strong gov
ernment was not f-ormed by milltary lead
ers, but by citizens acting for the good of 
their nation and submitting their work to 
their countrymen. 

The Constitution was issued by representa
tives of the people and ratified in conven
tions called by them. The Constitution was 
devised to serve the interests of all the people 
and, because of this, the great principles in
volved have been in accordance with the be
liefs and hopes of an expanding democracy. 

Fifty-five men created the Constitution 
and We, Americans, live to execute it. Yes, the 
United States Constitution-Our Constitu
tion-Worth Having-Worth Defending. 
What makes it so precious? Not only does it 
protect our basic freedoms but our individual 
rights as well. Man is considered to have 
rights that are inborn, and no government 
may deprive him of these rights. In this docu
ment everyone is guaranteed the freedoms of 
our democracy-freedom of speech, ·religion, 
the press, and the right df assembly. Even 
in our everyday social conversations we are 
guaranteed the freedom of speech in voicing 
our opinion. Freedom of speech is essential to 
people living under a free government and 
de:flnite limits to the exercise of this right 
have been established. Freetlom of the press 
has been a topic of controversy since the in
vention of printing. The printed word can be 
a great power. "Books, magazines, and news
papers strongly influence many ·people. Pub
lishers have tried to obtain and keep a great 
deal of their freedom to print what they like 
but the problems of restricting it to some 

degree still prevails. The government must 
r-espect these freedoms in all but extreme 
circumstances. The COnstitution assures us of 
these basic freedoms and describes the 
fundamental liberties of the people. 

Today, the Constitution's purposes have 
become wider than in 1789. The federal gov
ernment tries to "establish justice" in ways 
never dreamed. The rights of the prosecuted 
person have been greatly improved in carry
ing out justice. When Americans today "pro
vide for the common defense," they are de
fending not only their own American shores, 
bnt also those of their allies all over the 
world. The Constitution also protects us to
day, as a great industrial nation in "promot
ing the general welfare," for the federal gov
ernment represents the vast majority of the 
people and must provide for the complex 
needs of the nation. Thus, it has grown to be
come a pattern of life for us; a heritage 
which has been handed down ·through the 
ages since the time of its birth. 

How many people today just live their lives 
without any realization of the existence of 
the Constitution? How many people depend 
on others to defend it for them by fighting 
their battles for freedom and justice? Too 
many. When the phrase, "We the People," 
was printed on this important document, it 
meant You and Me. No man is an island and 
we have to stand united for "We" are the 
people who constitute this nation. The larg
est responsibility is placed in our hands
that of adhering to the principles of the 
Constitution and carrying them out to the 
fullest. It is our responsibility to give life to 
our American ideals and incorporate them 
in our everyday life. The late John Fitzgerald 
Kennedy said, "Ask not what your country 
can do for you, ask what you can do for your 
country." 

The expressed feelings of our forefathers 
for a new form of government were defended 
for the good of mankind. There is no justified 
reason for a sudden standstill-we should go 
on defending the principles of democracy. 
In many of the current issues, the Constitu
tion's role has become evident. We can't all 
be fighting soldiers in Vietnam and sacrifice 
our lives for our country, but we can do our 
part in substantiating these principles right 
here, at home. We can help by developing 
our patriotism in support of our fighting men 
in Vietnam rather than demonstrating and 
rioting in protest. The Civil Rights issue has 
plagued many parts of the United States in 
the last few years. Many demonstrations have 
been staged by Negroes and whites alike be
cause of racial discrimination. But the Con
stitution rn its Bill of Rights underlines the 
basic principles of the Declaration of Inde
pendence: that the purpose of gover:nmen t 
is to protect individual rights. We should, in 
protecting individual rights defend the rights 
of others also. The rights of an individual are 
not unlimited for a citizen's rights end where 
his abuse of them hurts other individuals or 
threatens public safety. We should ·bring the 
true meaning to our democratic principles by 
securing the foundations of the ideals in
sured in our Constitution. 

William Pitt said in reference to the Con
stitution of the United States, "It will be the 
pattern for all future constitutions and the 
admiration of all future ages". The fu
ture admiration of the Constitution will 
depend largely on the people. The making 
of the great Constitution took years but it 
proved worthy of all it stands for and will 
continue to thrive in American cities and its 
people. 

"We, the People of the United States, in 
Order to form a more perfect Union, es•tab
lish Justice, insure domestic TranqU!ility, pro
vide for the common defence, promote the 
general Welfare, and •secure the Blessings of 
Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do 
ordain and establish this Constitution for the 
United States of America." 



13398 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ,- HOUSE May 22, 1967 
The United States Constitution-Our Con

stitution-Forever Worth Having-Worth 
Defending. 

THE TIME HAS COME TO APPROVE 
CONGRESSMAN PEPPER'S MUTU
AL DEFENSE TREATY ~TH 
ISRAEL 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to extend my rem·arks at 
this point in the REcoRD and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, the holo

caust of world war III may burst upon 
our . country and the world if war de
velops in the Middle East,. The only way 
such a danger can be avoided effectiyely 

- is for the peace-loving countries to act 
decisively, and to a.ct now. 

The United States should immediately 
lay before the United Nations the situa
tion in the Middle East and insist on the 
restoration of the United Nations peace
keeping force to the Israel-Egyptian 
border and decisive action on the part 
of the United States to prevent war. 
This is almost the last chance of the 
United Nations to retain the respect of 
the world as a peacekeeping body. If it 
fails in this crisis, the great cause of the 

· United Nations will suffer immeasurable 
loss. 

If the United Nations Security Coun
cil cannot, or will not, act, the United 
States should go into the Assembly and 
ask that body to act, where no veto is 
possible. If the Assembly cannot, or will 
not, act, theri the United States, in the 
Assembly, should probably call for vol
unteers to support the peace principles 
of the United Nations Charter. 

We should let the aggressors know the 
United States and the peace-loving na
tions will stand by the side of Israel · and, 
if necessary, hurl back the attackers, if 
the "Little Hitler," Nasser, aided and en
couraged by the Communists, should at
tack. Delay is dangerous. 

The last two Great W·ars could have 
been avoided if the United States and 
the peace-loving nations had acted in 
time. and acted courageously and firmly. 

I regret that the United States has not, 
as I have repeatedly urged, entered into 
another defense pact with Israel. Then 
there would have been no doubt in the 
minds of the "Little Hitlers" as to where 
we stand. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been proposing for 
some time that the United States enter 
into a mutual defense treaty with Israel. 
In all of the foreign aid bills, I have en
deavored to have adopted amendments 
that would absolutely forbid any benefits 
under those bills to be offered to the 
United Arab Republic. My mutual de
fense treaty legislation, House Concur
rent Resolution 353, is a very simple pro
posal and I have permission at this time 
to have this resolution reprinted in the 
RECORD: 

H. CoN. RES. 353 
Resolved by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), That it-is the sense 
of the Congress .that the United States wlll 
join and assist any victim of aggression in 
the Middle East; and it is the sense of the 

Congress that, since the only aggression 
which is seriously threatened in the Middle 
East is Arab aggression against Israel, it 
would be in the interest of peace if the 
United States enters into a mutual defense 
treaty with Israel. 

AND EVERYBODY SAID "AMEN" 
Mr. RANDALL. ·Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in ·the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Missouri? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, every 

Member of Congress enjoys seeing his 
constituents distinguish themselves in 
their chosen profession. When a man is 
responsible for significant contributions 
to his field of endeavor, it is fitting and 
proper that he should be recognized and 
his success acknowledged. 

I was recently furnished a copy of the 
address by Dr. George S. Reuter, Jr., 
president, Sioux Empire College, Hawar
den, Iowa, the -principal speaker at the 
Dr. Rolla Franklin Wood banquet held at 
Skyhaven Cafe, Warrensburg, Mo., on 
Saturday, April22, 1967, exactly 1 month 
ago. Warrensburg, Mo., is the home of 
Central Missouri State College where Dr. 
Wood served for so many years. It is most 
fitting that Dr. Warren Lovinger, presi
dent of that great college, appeared on 
the program to bring greetings from 
Central Missouri State College. Missouri's 
secretary of state, the Honorable James 
c. Kirkpatrick, served as toastmaster for 
the evening. It was with great regret 
I could not accept the invitation to be 
present to honor Dr. Wood. It was our 
privilege to submit a letter which was 
incorporated in a book of letters .the 
R. F. Wood committee presented to the 
honoree at the banquet. 

Dr. George Reuter, in an address en
titled "And Everybody Said 'Amen'," 
pointed out that Dr. Wood as professor 
emeritus of history and political science, 
Central Missouri State College, had stood 
for certain fundamental principles which 
have served as guideposts not only at 
Central Missouri State College but have 
been a significant contribution to the 
progress of education throughout the 
country. As a great educational states
man, Dr. Wood has contributed exten
sively to the entire academic community 
of America. 

The address of Dr. Reuter contains so 
many stimulating thoughts which come 
from the heart of one who remembers 
the honoree a.s his teacher that I decided 
these thoughts should be shared with my 
fellow Members and made a part of the 
permanent RECORD in tribute to such an 
outstanding American as Dr. Rolla 
Franklin Wood. 

The following are the remarks of Dr. 
George S. Reuter, Jr., entitled "And 
Everybody Said 'Amen'." 

A charming blt C1f rhyme is attributed to 
Robert Burns. Whil.le the ord,g,lnal meaning of 
the rhyme relaited to an ellltLrely different 
situation, i>t J:s a.pproprialte here. Bums 
wanted to, provide bis stst..er a suitable retort 
when her youthful swain derided her for 
her small stature. It is used in this ilLustra
tiJon to 1ndica,te the size of mankind ln rela-

tion to God's world, and the moral is that 
a gem is small but mighty. Burns wrote: 

"Ask why God made the gem so small 
And why so huge the granite? 

Because God meant man~ind sh·ould se:t 
A higher value on it." 

Ma;nkind. 1B indeed small 1n God's world 
but extremely important. We recognize th81t 
every nation needs her heroes. Every na
tion needs her men of courage and daring 
for the battlefield. Every na.t1on needs her 
men of discretion and integrity to sit on the 
seats of the bar of justice. Every nation needs 
her men who •are filled wi.th deep reUgious 
faith and conviction, men who Will stand !!or 
God, men whom God wm use as the prophets 
and the teachers of that na;tion in the days 
ahead. 

We recognize the greatness of our beloved 
country. America Ls one nation, one people. 
Yes, Lt is one blood! The welfare, progress, 
security and surv1ve.l o:f each of us reside in 
the common good-the sharing o:f responsi
billities as well as benefits by all our people. 
Democracy 1n America rests on the oontl
dence thsa.t people ca.n be trusted m:th free
dom. Peace must be the flrst concern of 
all governments, as it is the prayer o:f all 
mankind. Our task is to make the national 
purpo.se serve the human purpose; that every 
person shall have the opportunity to be
come aU that he or she is capable of becom
ing. The variety of our people 1s the source 
of our strength and ought not to be a cause 
of disunity or diSC01'd. 

The Amertcan free enterprise system is one 
of th·e greatest achievements of the huma.n 
mind and spirit. The roots of our economy 
and our life as a people lie deep 1n the soU 
o:f America's farm land. America's bountiful 
supply of natural resources has been one of 
the major f·actors in achieving our post t1on 
of world leadershi.p, in developing the great
est industrtal mach!ne 1n the world's history, 
and in providing a richer and more complete 
lif.e for every Amertoan. Our :fUJtw-e must rest 
upon a national consensus. 

We should praise the Lord for the progress 
. witnessed in om time. By almost any meas
ure the 2oth Century has been a tdme of 
dynamic technological and economic change. 
Since the turn o:f the century, we have wit
nessed a 200-fold increase 1n the speed at 
which man can travel. Over the same time 
span, such break-throughs as radio, televi
sion, and the communications sa,.telUte have 
revolutionized man's abiltty to communi
cate. Advances 1n such fields as mecMcine, 
psychology, and chemistry, to name a few, 
have been so strikJng as to de!y the com
prehension of the average layman. And the 
developmen,t of nucLear energy has placed at 
man's disposal a source o:r power which 
could result 1n etther unlimtted good or im
measurable mischief. 

Science and. technology are, in the United 
States today, a part of the fabric of life it
self. We have, in the past twenty years, en
tered a new phase o! the great American 
adventure. Throughout the world, technology, 
and the science which supports it, have pro
vided new means of education, new sources 
o! power, new ways of processing data, and 
fast, reliable transportation and communica
tions. Man is extending his reach beyond this 
earth and into the vast reaches of space. 

These developments have been accom
panied by substantial advancee 1n economic 
welfare. Since 1914, the average weekly earn
ings of our workers have increased !rom 
about $10 a week to almost $110 a week. At 
the same time, the leisure of America's work
ers has been enhanced by a 20 percent cut 
in the average work week. 

It has been predicted that by 1975 some 
three-fourths of our labor force will be ' pro
ducing goods and services that have not yet 
been developed. Unless educators-an~ other 
public and private policy makers-demon-
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strate unusually keen foresight, our future 
economic and technological achievements 
could be tarnished by a large and growing 
reserve of inadequately or inappropriately 
prepared workers. 

Dr. Rolla Franklin Wood, Professor Emeri
tus of History and Political Science of Cen
tral Missouri State Oollege, has been honored 
many times and in many ways. One example 
was the article "Professor Wood and Mis
souri," which appeared in 1958, and which 
reviews his life and many of his educational 
and governmental achievements. As a salu.te 
to the R. F. Wood Memorial Fund and Dinner 
at Warrensburg, Missouri, on April 22, 1967, 
and the Committee I chair and the mem
bers-as follows: Hon. James C. Kirkpatrick, 
Secretary of State of Missouri; Dr. Earl 0. 
Harding, Executive Secretary, Missouri Bap
tist Convention; Dr. Perry G. McCandless, 
Professor of History and Political Science, 
C.M.S.C.; Dr. Homer Clevenger, Vice Presi
dent and Academic Dean, Lindenwood Col
lege; Dr. Ann C. Pfau of Whitewater, Wiscon
sin; Mrs. Iris W. Sturgis of Warrensburg, 
Missouri; and U.S. senator Edward V. Long 
of Missouri-! wm attempt to review Dr. 
Wood's career and its infiuence on mankind 
as viewed as fundamental principles. It is to 
be hoped these principles wm become com
mon guideposts. These are: 

1. There is dignity in hard work and virtue 
in achievement. 

A little sod house sheltered the James M. 
and Laura Rader Wood family from the ex
tremes of hot and cold weather of the 
Nebraska prairies and Professor Wood was the 
eldest child. Yes, Dr. Wood symbolizes many 
characteristic American traits, perhaps most 
obviously the driving force to pull himself 
up by his bootstraps. His career reflects the 
central issues of the times. Like other men of 
mark in history, he had much to overcome, 
because great men are not gods-they have 

. been gripped by the same all-too-human pas
sions, repressions and encumbrances which 
aftlict every other mortal-but they have 
achieved greatness because they fought 
through to their goals. The New Testament 
phrase, "He that overcometh," is personified 
in Dr. Wood. 

To say that Professor Wood's career was 
strewn with obstacles is to put him in the 
general class of achievers. Regardless, he be
came the well-rounded and high principled 
educator with a spacious outlook. He has 
been a Ieamer because of his desire to in
crease his effectiveness as a reformer and to 
improve the quality of life itself. The sense 
of personal responsibil1ty is great. He did not 
believe in waiting for things to take a turn 
for the better .. He has not advocated a policy 
of "go-it-alone," but he understands what 
it is to become one's own spokesman. 

2. There is opportunity for zealous Ameri
cans of all ages and in all seasons. 

John Adams found the meaning of America 
in the scope it gave for the opportunity to 
excel-which, he said, "next to self-preserva
tion, is ever the great spring of human ac
tion." Let us encourage the "rising genera
tion in America," as Professor Wood would 
classify them; the brightest, best-educated, 
most highly-motivated generation of young 
people we have had since the founding of the 
Republ!c-when the 32-year-old Thomas Jef
ferson wrote the Declaration of Independ
ence, Henry Knox built an art111ery corps 
at 26, Alexander Hamilton joined the inde
pendence fight at 19, and Rutledge and 
Lynch signed the Declaration for South Caro
lina at 27. Thus, there must not be conflict 
on the road to success because of age. 

3. There is rejoicing in the pioneer educa
tional progress of our country, but the urgent 
need for further and greater governmental 
participation in public education at all levels 
is now. 

On March 2, 1867, the Act to establish a 
Department of Education was signed into 
law by President Andrew Johnson, and Henry 

Barnard was appointed to serve as the first 
head. As prescribed by the bill, the first ex
ecutive assumed office at an annual salary of 
$4,000, with a staff of three clerks under the 
aegis of the National Government. Barnard's 
administration, which lasted only 3 years, 
nevertheless set a high level of purpose and 
performance for the new Office of Education 
for the 100 years that have followed. 

Dr. Wood realizes that the growth of pub
lic facilities and public services in America 
has not measured up to the needs of a 
steadily growing, increasingly urban popula
tion. Despite a stepped-up effort in recent 
years, there is still a sizable backlog of unmet 
needs. In a real sense, the pressure for ex
panded public facilities and public services 
stems from technological progress. 

Not only does a substantial backlog of 
sorely-needed facilities exist, but population 
must be considered. The population, which 
totalled under 195 million in 1965, is expected 
to reach 230 million by 1975 and the propor
tion of the population crowding into urban
ized area will continue to increase. And, 
finally, by 1975 the total output of the na
tion's economy, assuming continued high 
levels of employment, wm be in the vicinity 
of $1,250 billion per year-as against $680 
billion in 1965. 

In the postwar period, there has been a 
tremendous upsurge in enrollments in pub
lic elementary and secondary schools. In 
contrast to the 25 million pupils who at
tended public schools in 1947, enrollments 
in 1965 reached 42 million. The estimate for 
1975 is 48 million. 

4. There is recognition of the need of large 
and small institutions of higher education 
that will provide quality education. 

The economics of small scale education 
may be against us now; the idea that an 
educational experience is only acquisition of 
knowledge, a form of social and private cap
ital to be received like an injection, the sheer 
weight of the numbers of people who must 
have more knowledge than they can gain in 
high schools has released forces that work 
against small colleges. Because of training 
and experience, Professor Wood knows that 
if the small colleges should fall before these 
pressures, it could only mean we no longer 
cared about the development of the total 
individual personality which must be held 
sacred. 

5. There is need for academic freedom for 
the entire academic community. 

Academic freedom is a modern term for . 
an ancient idea. The struggle for freedom 
ia teaching can be traced at least as far back 
as Socrates' eloquent defense of himself 
against corrupting youths of Athens. 

Dr. Wood realizes that by ousting Dr. Clark 
Kerr as President of the University of Cali
fornia, Governor Reagan and the Board of 
Regents have taken a long step toward ef
fecting what two years of disruption by Marlo 
Savio and his fellow-wreckers of the New 
Left failed to accomplish-the undermining 
of one of the country's most distinguished 
institutions of higher education. 

6. There is need for recognizing the shift
ing of status and population in our world. 

There has been a steady movement of peo
ple o:ff the farms and into the growing in
dustrial and commercial areas. The growing 
numbers that first crowded into the cities 
have overfiowed into the suburbs-into one 
suburb after another, stretching the urban 
area fa.r beyond the boundaries of the central 
city and leading to the suburban sprawl. A 
major step in closing this gap has recently 
been taken. Thanks to the efforts of the Joint 
Economic Committee of Congress, there now 
exists a solid blueprint--projected to 1975-
of state and local public fac111ty needs. 

It might have been Professor Wood but it 
was Lewis Mumford who wrote: "What makes 
the city in fact one is the common interest 
in justice and the common aim, that of 
pursuing the good life." He drew in turn 

upon Aristotle, who wrote that the city 
"should be such as may enable the inhab
itants to live at once temperately and lib
erally in the enjoyment of leisure." If we 
add the objective of rewarding and satisfy
ing work, we have a goal worthy of the 
e:fforts and work of this entire generation of 
Americans. 

7. There is need to encourage greater 
American leadership in the world community. 

"One of the great phenomena of the hu
man condition in the modern age," Walter 
Lippmann said recently, "is the dissolution of 
the ancestral order, the erosion of established 
authority ... Because modern man in his 
search for truth has ,turned away from lkings, 
priests, commissars and bureaucrats. He is 
left, for better or worse, with the professors." 
Yes, much of our idealism came from Pro
fessor WOOd. 

America today occupies a most unique po
sition, one that has perhaps never before 
been conferred upon any other world power. 
On the one hand, America is the leading 
power, the world leader in a hundred different 
fields of human endeavor. In terms of na
tional prosperity, in terms of individual pJ'o
ductivity, in terms of international phiran
thropy and commitment, in terms of con
crete contributions to the advancement of 
mankind the world over, we stand alone, 
unmatched, unrivaled by the achievements 
or the capabilities of any other nation. 

But to that story there is a parallel. In 
our determination to protect the national 
interests of South Vietnam, we also stand 
virtually alone. A mere handful of the world's 
free nations has s·tepped forward with tangi
ble and moral support. And what of the rest 
of the world? They have chosen to follow 
one of two courses: the politically safe course 
of neutrality or the easy course of outright 
opposition. This is to be regretted. 

8. There is need to make government serv
ice more inviting . 

Dr. Wood inspired many of us to devote 
a part of our lives in government service, and 
the United States Civil Service, like the old 
French Foreign Legion, is an excellent place 
to lose one's identity, but its other virtues 
are less easy to discover. In the vast Sahara 
of government service the worker is beset 
by deadly conformity, con:fllcting loyalties 
and sniping from unseen enemies. 

9. There is need for maintaining a sane 
dialog in life. 

People have cited this to Ulustrate the 
problems one encounters in cross-cultural 
adaptation and the unwillingness of even the 
most scienti:flcally oriented people to rely 
on empirically established !act. To Professor 
Wood a sane dialog is possible if the person 
maintains an open mind and operates in a 
democratic fashion. 

Dr. Wood has stood for the important prin
ciples of life that have relevance for our 
times. His social insights are remarkable. 
He recognizes that America's. dedication to 
freedom and equality can not be taken for 
granted. I shall always treasure the memory 
of the years that he was my teacher. I feel 
I can say with Kipling: 

"I have eaten your bread and your salt 
I have drunk your water and wine 

That death shall die once beside 
The lives you lived have made mine." 

Also, just before Adlai Stevenson died, he 
was in New York prior to embarking forGe
neva and London. On his bedside table was 
found · a printed page which he had marked. 
It was entitled Desiderata and was found in 
Old St. Paul's Church, Baltimore, dated 1692. 

I can think of nothing more appropriate 
for you of this generation, three centuries 
later, than this passage from Desiderata: 

"Go placidly amid the noise and the haste 
and learn what peace there may be in si
lence . . . Speak your truth quietly and 
clearly; and listen to others, even the dull 
and ignorant; they too have their story . . . 
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If you compare yourself with others you may 
become vain and bitter; for always there will 
be greater and lesser persons than yourself. 

"Eifjoy your achievements as well as your 
plans. Keep interested in your career, how
ever humble; it is a real possession in the 
changing fortunes of time. Exercise caution 
in your business affairs; for the ·world is full 
of trickery. But let this not blind you to 
what virtue there is; many persons strive for 
high ideals; and everywhere life is full of 
heroism. 

"Be yourself. Especially do not feign affec
tion. Neither be cynical about love; for 1n 
the face of all aridity and disenchantment it 
is as perennial as the grass. Take kindly the 
counsel of the years, gracefully surrender
ing the things of youth. Nurture strength of 
spirit to shield you in sudden misfortune. 
But do not distress yourself with imaginings. 
Many fears are born of fatigue and loneliness. 
Beyond a wholesome discipline, be gentle 
with yourself. You are a child of the universe 
no less than the trees and the stars; you have 
a right to be here. And whether or not it is 
clear to you no doubt the universe is unfold
ing as it should. 

"Therefore be at peace with God, whatever 
you conceive Him to be. And whatever your 
labor and aspirations in the noisy confusion 
of life keep peace with your soul. With all its 
sham, drudgery and broken dreams, it is still 
a beautiful world." 

In his beloved Walden, Henry David 
Thoreau must have had Dr. Wood 1n mind 
when he wrote many years ago a statement 
which I treasure and which I hope is one you 
will recall throughout your lifetime: 

"I know of no more encouraging fact than 
the unquestionable ability of man to ele
vate his life by conscious endeavor. It is some
thing to be able to paint a particular pioture, 
or to carve a statue and so make a few ob
jects beautiful, but it is far more glorious 
to carve and paint the very atmosphere and 
the medium through which we look, which 
morally we can do. To effect the quality of 
the day. that is the highest of arts." 

I have always found it stimulating to turn 
my attention to Dr. Rolla Franklin Wood, 
a great educational statesman, and it is es
pecially gratifying to do so now. He is a 
figure of heroic proportions in education, 
one who contributed notably 1n making 
American democracy a visible force. He is 
destined to cast a long shadow. "And Every
body Said 'Amen!'" 

CONGRATULATIONS, DR. BROOKS 
Mr. RANDAlL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks ·at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to -the request of the gentleman 
from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, last 

Thursday, May 18, I paid a courtesy vis
it to Dr. Philip C. Brooks, director of the 
Truman Library, located in my home 
city of Independence, Mo. 

To my surprise, I learned Dr. Brooks 
was in the city of Washington to become 
the recipient of the distinguished service 
award from the General Services Ad
ministration. 

Since then I have had the opportunity 
to review the program of the annual hon
or awards ceremony. I have observed 
that my good friend, Lawson B. Knott, 
Jr., administrator, during the program 
quite rightly concluded that the reputa
tion of GSA as an efficient and respon
sible arm of the executive branch is due 
to the capability, energy, and effective
ness of its employees. 

From scanning the program, I learned 
there were several different classifica
tions of service awards ranging from that 
of distinguished service award to such 
titles as meritorious service, commenda
ble service, outstanding ratings, and su
perior performance. 

I was pleased to note that my distin
guished constituent, Dr. Philip C. Brooks, 
who has served as director of the Tru
man Library since 1957, which is a 
beautiful facility and part of the National 
Archives and Records Service, was one of 
the three recipients of the highest award 
granted at the annual honor awards 
ceremony. 

Among the achievements accomplished 
by Dr. Brooks since his appointment as 
first director of the Truman Library was 
to make all of the 5 million manu
script pages of the Truman papers 
available to researchers within 2 years of 
the opening of the library. Dr. Brooks 
then proceeded to collect the papers of 
associates of President Truman which 
has added over a hundred manuscript 
collections and more than 2 million 
documents to the library's collection. 

It is gratifying to know that our 
library in Independence, Mo., has gained 
a national reputation as a scholarly in
stitution because of the Library for Na
tional and International Affairs which 
was launched by Dr. Brooks as a part of 
the Truman Library's research activities. 
Furthermore, Dr. Brooks has been the 
moving force in the development of the 
Truman Library Museum. 

From personal experience, I know it is 
a fact that this outstanding facility in 
itself is one of the area's foremost tourist 
attractions. As a fellow citizen of Inde
pendence I can speak from personal 
knowledge rather than hearsay that Dr. 
Brooks enjoys the most excellent rela
tions with the press and local govern
ment. His relations with the entire com
munity are exemplary. 

The citation presented carried the 
wording: 

Distinguished service as Director of the 
Harry S. Truman Library, Independence, Mis
souri, since June 1957 constitutes a notable 
contribution to the program of the National 
Archives and Records Service. 

I am most pleased to add my own 
words of praise to say he has handled 
with .great skill all of the unusual prob
lems of a manuscript depository. Because 
of his friendly and cordial relations with 
students at the library and visitors to the 
museum, he has contributed immeasur
ably to the success of the Truman 
Library. Congratulations, Dr. Brooks. 

ELIGffiiLITY FOR NATURALIZATION 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address ·the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and ex~tend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is ·there 
objection to ·the request of the gentleman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the coun

try was recently faced with the dis
tressing circumstance of a petitioner for 
naturalization who was fully eligible for 
that exalted privilege except for the fact 
that although she had fully complied 

with all of the requirements for nat
uralization as the spouse of a U.S. citi
zen, her eligibility failed suddenly be
cause of the death, in action, of her 
husband in the Armed Forces, shortly 
before the final hearing on her petition. 

Under the existing law, this unfortu
nate result must follow because the 
spouse of a U.S. citizen who applies on 
that basis, with the accompanying ex
emptions from the usual requirements 
of law, must be a "spouse" right up until 
the final hearing on the petition when 
citizenship is conferred by the court. 
There is no provision for a person in the 
situation I have mentioned who becomes 
widowed just before the final hearing. 

In my view, provision should be made 
to permit the naturalization of the sur
viving spouse of a U.S. citizen who dies 
during the period the citizen spouse is 
in an active duty status in the Armed 
Forces of the United States. In that di
rection, last Thursday I introduced H.R. 
10135, a bill to amend the existing law. 
My bill would permit naturalization of 
such a person, male or female, upon 
compliance with the usual requirements 
of the naturalization law, except that the 
petitioner will be required to have resided 
in the United States for only 3 years 
after being lawfully admitted for perma
nent residence and to establish that he 
has lived in marital union with the de
ceased citizen spouse from the date of 
marriage until the date of death of the 
citizen spouse. 

My bill specifically declares that no 
specified period of physical presence 
within the United States, or residence 
within the State in which the petition 
is filed, or specified period during which 
the citizen spouse was a citizen, or speci
fied period of marital union with such 
citizen spouse, shall be required in re
spect to a petition for naturalization 
under the amendment provided by my 
bill. 

I believe that there can be no question 
that the surviving spouse of a citizen 
who dies while on active duty in the 
Armed Forces should be given these ex
emptions in order to permit naturaliza
tion. 

FORCES OF DISCORD AT WORK IN 
THE MIDDLE EAST TODAY 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

'I1he SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, it is 

obvious that the forces of discord are 
at work in the Middle East today. Arab 
regimes, for reasons of their domestic 
politics, are seeking to remedy their 
own internal instability by adventures 
abroad. Inevitably, the target for their 
agression becomes Israel. Mr. Speaker, 
Israel is a peace-loving country. It has 
never made war without serious provoca
tion, and I say that in full awareness of 
the revents of 1956. Israel w111 not make 
war now unless it has absolutely no al
ternative. But we can be sure that, if 
called upon, Isra.el will respond to force 
with force-and will fight vigorously. 

According to the latest dispatches, 
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Premier Eshkol of Israel has offered to 
the Egyptian Government to withdraw 
Israeli forces from the Israel-Egypt 
frontier if President Nasser does the 
same. I note, Mr. Speaker, that Nasser's 
apparent objective in these troubled days 
is to move to the brink of war, not to 
withdraw from it. I am hopeful that 
the Eshkol offer is accepted, but I am 
not optimistic. 

Mr. Speaker, I consider it essential at 
this juncture that the United States 
make use of its power and influence to 
restore the equalibrium in the Middle 
East. We Americans are both feared 
and respected in that area of the world. 
We have a fleet with Marines at the 
ready to be introduced into areas of ag
gression if needed. We must be prepared 
to back up our words with deeds. Our 
warnings will not go unheeded, by one 
side or the other. I call on the President 
to make known at once that we will 
not stand for an invasion of one coun
try by another in the Middle East. Our 
publicly stated commitment in 1950 
against tolerating aggression by any na
tion in the Middle East must be publicly 
reiterated. 

We have a commitment in the Middle 
East, Mr. Speaker. With Britain and 
France, we are committed to preserve 
the integrity of Israel. I am confident 
that we will not ignore that commit
ment. But, more important, I regard it 
as essential that there be no misunder
standing of our intentions. 

Innumerable wars have begun by mis
calculation. I fear that the Arab govern
ments will misunderstand our silence. 
We must not convey the impression that 
failure to renew our commitment pub
licly means we will be indifferent to it. 
Once the aggressors recognize that the 
United States is serious, they will see 
how important it is for them to desist 
from their hostile behavior. 

Finally, I ask, Mr. Speaker, that the 
American Government make overtures 
to the Government of the Soviet Union to 
cool off the situation in the Middle East 
if we have not already done so. We all 
know now that this has become a theater 
of the cold war, where the two blocs 
contend quietly for power and influence. 
But, Mr. Speaker, we have good reason to 
believe that the cold war has receded 
into history. This Government should 
notify the Soviet Government at once 
that it will use its good offices to reduce 
the chances of conflict in the Middle East 
if Moscow will do the same. While our 
eyes are fixed on a crisis on the opposite 
side of the globe, it is not inconceivable 
that world conflict could erupt inad
vertently in the eastern Mediterranean. 
The Soviet Union should be made to 
understand that possibility, along with 
the horrors that might ensue. 

Our Government, Mr. Speaker, is in a 
unique position to influence events in 
the direction of peace. I call upon the 
President to act before it is too late. 

IN A DIVERSE DISTRICT, THE 
PEOPLE SPEAK CLEARLY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL
BERT). Under previous order of the House 
the gentlemar. from Virginia . [Mr. 
ScoTT] is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks rand include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of ·the gentleman 
froth Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, this House 

should have "an immediate dependence 
on and an intimate sympathy with, the 
people," according to one of Virginia's 
famous sons, James Madison, in the 
Federalist Papers. He spoke of "the 
scheme of representation as a substitute 
for a meeting of the citizens in person." 

I believe we all agree that the House 
of Representatives is closest to the peo
ple of all the parts of Federal Govern
ment. We, as Representatives, are here 
to listen to the voices of the people, to 
understand, and to do their bidding. 

We talk to the people who come in 
person to Capitol Hill. Some of us are 
fortunate enough to be able to go home 
each night to our districts, and to go out 
from our homes in the evenings and on 
the weekends to meet with the people. 
I have been grateful for the opportunity 
to meet a different group of people al
most every evening of the week in the 
Eighth District of Virginia. 

But try as we may, it is impossible to 
talk with every citizen of a congres
sional district and to learn his views. 
For that reason, many of us use the 
tool of the legislative questionnaire as 
a listening device. 

This spring, I sent almost 150,000 
questionnaires to homes in the district 
which sent me here. Answers have been 
received from more than 12 percent of 
these homes. 

Before giving you their answers, let 
me tell you about the people I am privi
leged to represent in the Congress. 

They are more than 525,000 citizens 
who live in a district which jumps rivers 
and fills three peninsulas. They are as 
diverse as America. 

They are Government workers and 
military officers who may be your neigh
bors in Fairfax County. They are oyster
men in Kilmarnock, beach-property 
owners in Colonial Beach, horsemen in 
Warrenton, insurance men in Leesburg, 
merchants in Fredericksburg, munitions 
workers at Dahlgren, menh.aden fisher
men in Reedville, farmers in Wheatland, 
civilian workers at Quantico, housewives 
near Mount Vernon. Some of them work 
at the jet age gates of the United States, 
.at Dulles International Airport. Some 
live in that most contemporary of towns, 
Reston. Some live at the foot of the Ap
palachians and some at the rim of the 
Chesapeake. Some live near our State 
capital in Hanover, Goochland, and 
Louisa Counties. Ours is water sports 
territory, cattle country, a center of 
tourism, hunt country. It is borderland, 
where Virginia meets Maryland and 
West Virginia. It is piedmont, and it is 
tidewater. 

In the W.ashington suburbs, many of 
the people of the Eighth District are wel
come newcomers. More than 25 percent 
of my constituents .have moved to Vir
ginia during the last decade. 

One family in the Eighth District lives 
in a great house bought by their ances
tors nine generations ago, when it was 

.already 60 years old. Many other families 
received their questionnaires during 
their first weeks in new split levels where 
the yards were still bare and seeded. 

Nearly 22 percent of the people in the 
Eighth District are Negroes. 

More than half of the people in the 
Eighth District are no older than 34. 

People in the Eighth District have 
grown up with a concern for philosophies 
of government. This was the p.art of 
America which produced George Wash
ington, born at Wakefield in Westmore
land County. Men from our part of Vir
ginia were signers of the Declaration of 
Independence. One Eighth District 
county is the only one ever to send to 
Washington a President of the United 
States and the Vice President who suc
ceeded him, William Henry Harrison and 
John Tyler. 

A Fredericksburg councilman helped 
to establish this Nation in foreign af
fairs. He was James Monroe, who held 
more high public offices than any Ameri
can before or since, .all beginning as an 
attorney in Fredericksburg. 

Religion was an early factor in the life 
of our counties, and continues so. We be
long to many churches and are over
whelmingly a religious people. The Bap
tists and Methodists .are the greatest in 
numbers. 

We have a history of commerce and 
seafaring. John Paul Jones first lived 
in America with his brother in Fred
ericksburg, and pioneer oceanographer 
Matthew Fontaine Maury was born 
nearby. 

Our district knows about war and de
fense. The soil of these 20 counties has 
felt the feet of many soldiers, of more 
armies than have been concentrated on 
any other part of America. We have 
known invasion and occupation. 

Guerrilla warfare is not new to us. 
Indian massacres created a no man's 
lrand of part of our area, until the tough 
tenacity of the frontier men carried out 
what today we would call "pacification" 
of the area. 

Men of my district marched with Gen
eral Braddock and young George Wash
ington in the French and Indian War. 
British soldiers camped on our soil dur
ing the Revolution and Benedict Arnold 
led an army ashore in Charles City 
County. 

I might add that the :flag burners' de
fiance toward patriotism is nothing new 
to us, either. As a gesture of insult to
ward patriotism, Benedict Arnold's men 
stacked and burned the family portraits 
of the patriotic Harrison family at Berke
ley. The 18th century Berkeley violence 
was at a plantation in Charles City 
County. · 

We have known insurrection. Bacon's 
Rebellion sprang from our area. 

The Civil War, fought when America 
had far fewer people, killed more Ameri
cans than have been lost in any of our 
other wars. That bloody conflict spilled 
its occupying armies across our counties, 
and its history is recorded at Manassas 
and elsewhere in our district. 

But though we know what the past 
contributed to making the America of 
1967, we do not live in that past. For the 
people of the historic Eighth District are 
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young people. The median age of my con
stituents is 25.1 years. The·se are people 
who will spend their maturity in a new 
America. 

Now that I have described the people 
of the district I would like to tell you 
what they are saying. 

The people of the Eighth District an-

swered enthus!astieaJly when I asked for 
their opinions. The questionnaire was 
made concise for their convenience in 
answering and I hoped that many would 
find time to make additional comment, 
and they did. A tremendous number 
wrote me detailed letters of their feelings 
of their concern. One man took the time 

to write 16 handwritten pages of cogent 
opinion. 

A lady in Alexandria wrote: 
This is the first recollection I have or such 

contact by a Congressman or this district. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert the full results 
of the questionnaire in the RECORD at 
this point: 

Legislative questionnaire, spring 1967, Representative W illiam L. Scott, 8th District, Virginia 
[Figures are percentages] 

Do you approve of the adminl•tmtion'• poUey on the wv in Vietnam! __ ----------- - --- -- - - ------ -- - - - -- - --- ---- - ----- - ---------- ------ - _ - ··--·· ·- - --~ 
~bo~f3 3;~~:~r::e~Jrn~~~~~t\~~~-~:~~~~~~-~=-~~~-~~~~~~~:~==---~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~--~~~~~~~~~~~~------------~~~~~--~---_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_·:_·:_·_-_·~==== = ===== ==== 

Yes No 

58 42 
15 85 
93 7 

If so, in what areas should cuts be made: 
Defense ______ _____ ___ __ . _____ ....... . .. -.. ----- --------------------------- ------ ------------ ---- -- --- -- ------ ---- --- -- ---- ----- ---------- -------- 20 80 
Foreign aid___ _ ______________________________ ____________ ____ ... . • -- ......... " ----------- -- -------------- --- ----------- -- -------- ----------- --- 88 12 

~~t::~iiJ;l:i_= ~ =:: = = =:: = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =: = = =: = = = ===::::: =:::: ==:: = ===~ =: == =: = = = === = = == = =: = = == ==== = == === ==~= ==== == ====== == == == = = ==== = == ==::: ::: 

53 47 
80 20 
80 20 

Highways. ____ _________________ ______________ __ ... ----.----------- ---- ---------- -------------- ---- --- ---- -- ---- -------- ------------------ ---- --- 17 83 
Agriculture ..... ______________________ --· ______________ -- __ . . ----- ----------------------------------------------------------------- ------- -- ----- 42 58 
Education. __________ __ ___ ____________________ --- -- --- __________ --------.--.-- -- ------- -------------- ---- -- --- -- --------------- -------------- ---- 19 81 
Aid to cities ____________________ ________ _____ -- --- -· ·· ·- .. --- · ·-----·------ ------------------ ---- ------------- · · ·· ·--- -------- -· -------- · ----- -·· 63 37 
Beautification . _______ ________ ____ _____________ ______ ____ ______ .... --.-- . •. .. ------- -- --------------------- ---------------------- -------- ------- 70 30 

Do you favor the principle of turning over to the States a fixed percentage of the returns from the Federal income tax with no strings attached? __ ___ _ 
Do you favor automatic increases in social security benefits whenever the cost of living rises by 3 percent?__ -- ----·-·- -- -- -- --·---- ------- --- -- · -· ·· 
Do you favor a tax credit for some portion of college tuition payment?_ . ------- ------------- ------ --------------- -- --- ------ ---- ---- ------------- ----

68 32 
70 30 
73 27 

~~ ~~~ ~!~~~ ~:d~~!fi~~t~~~~;~ria~a.f:_ ~~~~-~s-~1~~: _-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_ ~-_-_-_-_-_-_-_ ~-_-_-_-_-_ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~~ ~~ ~= == ==~= == === = = = = == = == = = = = = = = = == == = 
Do you favor the proposed Salem Church Dam on the Rappahannock River?·------------ ------ -- ----- --------- -·-·- ---- --------- --- -- ------ --- --- _ 

52 48 
55 45 
83 17 

~~ ~~~ ~:~~~ ~~: ~~~:~~ iif!~:rt~~ ~~~~;~e~t;i~~ ~ = = = = = == ~= == == = = :: = == = = = == = == === = == = = == = = = = ~ === === == = == === = == == == == == == == = = = = = === = = = = = = == = 
64 36 
73 27 

I would like to point out, Mr. Speaker, 
some of the areas where opinion seemed 
strongest. 

The greatest intensity of feeling was 
on the subject of Government spending. 
The question: "Should Government 
spending be cut? The answers: Yes, 93 
percent; No, 7 percent. 

A Vienna lady said: 
I feel the single most important thing for 

the Government to do is cut spending. 

Where should the cuts come? In for
eign aid, said 88 percent. In welfare and 
poverty programs, said 80 percent. In 
beautification, said 70 percent. 

Where should .cuts not be made? Not 
in defense, said 80 percent. Not in high
ways, said 83 percent. Not in education, 
said 81 percent of these voters. 

The Eighth District is in t~e part of 
the Nation where the American system 
of education began. Nearly 20 percent of 
its present population is in the school 
system. And in this district where edu
cation is of such concern, the people are 
distressed at the difficulties some coun
ties are experiencing because of the 
harsh guidelines being laid down by the 
U.S. Office of Education. 

Seventy-three percent of the people 
answered "Yes" to the question, "Do you 
favor a tax credit for some portion of 
the college tuition payment?" I agree, 
Mr. Speaker, that we should give an 
added incentive and encouragement to 
parents to send their children to col
lege. 

In answer to the question, "Do you 
favor the proposed Salem Church Dam 
on the Rappahannock River?" an over
whelming 83 percent said, "Yes." I in
troduced a bill to authorize this dam 
and the results indicate it is the most 
wanted Federal project in the Eighth 
District. Such a dam has been long 
needed and is recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers of the Department of the 
Army, and I certainly urge that it be 

given early consideration by this House. 
The request of 83 percent of the people 
of a congressional district should not be 
ignored, Mr. Speaker. 

I joined with other Members of this 
body in introducing a bill to tum over 
to the States a fixed percentage of the 
returns from the individual Federal in
come tax with no strings attached. 

The people endorsed this plan by 68 
percent in favor to 32 percent opposed 
when asked about it on our question
naire, justifying the position of the 
sponsors. 

Eighty-five percent answered "no" 
when asked, "Do you favor the increase 
in income taxes proposed by the Presi
dent?" 

They replied that cutting of expenses 
rather than increasing taxes is the only 
answer. 

The matter of taxation and inflation 
drew a great deal of comment from these 
civic-minded citizens, willing to pay a 
fair share of taxes, but finding it in
creasingly difficult to pay greater 
amounts. 

One lady wrote: 
The middle-income workingman today is 

far worse oti than either the wealthy or the 
low income man. 

Her family's answer. she said, had 
been for her to leave her children and go 
back to work. 

A 'llother has to work to help make an 
honest living for her children and feed and 
clothe them properly. But when a mother 
works, her children do not get the attention 
they need from her. 

A lady wrote from Alexandria: 
Any country that does not have a pros

perous middle class does not have a prosper
ous country. I am afraid that the middle 
class is on its way out. 

Another woman wrote: 
We, the poor, do not need extra taxes. It 

is appalling how little we actually have for 
the many years of taxation. 

Many of the people wrote of their dif
flcultles in making ends meet, not in a 
complaining way Mr. Speaker, but in a 
search to find the answers to the in
flation in which we find ourselves. 

Opinion was, interestingly, rather 
evenly divided on the question "Do you 
approve of the administration's policy 
on the war in Vietnam?" The complexity 
of the issue obviously makes a simple 
yes or no answer difficult, but most of 
those who answered made additional 
comment. I received a full range of 
thought, from one woman's "Do more 
bombing in the North" to an Army lieu
tenant's discussion of his deep concern 
for the moral issues involved. 

The majority of comments would agree 
with those of a lady in Vienna who 
wrote: 

The administration's policy 1n Vietnam 
has never been made plain. 

A professor of law who lives near 
McLean wrote: 

We cannot afford a defeat in Vietnam. 
The grea;t criticism of the administration's 
pollcy 1s that it has never been succinctly 
stated to the American people. 

A man in Alexandria wrote: 
The greatest weakness o! Administration 

policy in Vietnam seems to be the failure to 
answer the arguments of distinguished, re
sponsible critics. 

Instead, the attitude seems to be, "If you 
don't agree with us 90 percent, you are un
patriotic. Imposing this attitude on the 
country would be worse than losing Viet
nam." 

This man discussed the pros and cons 
in his answer and concluded: 

If this answer seems disorganized, it is 
such because of the condition of my think
ing on this issue. 

A Marine combat veteran of World 
War II with a son of draft age wrote: 

Fight or get out. If we are going to fight, 
Let's fight to win. 
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The comment from a man in Lan

caster was: 
I don't believe we should have become in

volved in the first place, but we are. I believe 
we are so deeply committed that we have no 
choice but to fight to win. 

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion the people 
of my district and the entire country 
are tired of the so-called peace demon
strators, the flag burners, and those who 
tear up their draft cards. 

They are overwhelmingly in favor of 
an all out offensive to win the war, 
without the use of nuclear weapons. 

I think these comments from the peo
ple deserve to be heard in the House, and 
I thank the people of the Eighth District 
of Virginia for giving me the benefit of 
their views and the membership of the 
House for permitting me to share them 
with you. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of my district 
have spoken out clearly. It is a diverse 
district and I believe representative of 
the feeling of the people of the entire 
country. As the body of government 
closest to the people, I hope this House 
will respond and truly represent their 
wishes. · 

GROWING DANGER IN THE NEAR 
EAST 

Mr. HADPERN. Mr. ·Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent ,to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, like so 

many of our fellow Americans, I am 
gravely concerned over the growing dan
ger of war in the Near East, as a conse
quence of Syria's terrorism, the expulsion 
of U.N. expeditionary forces, and the 
massing of Egyptian military might on 
Israel's frontier. Regretfully •the United 
Nations acted overhastily in pulling out 
its forces. 

In this crisis Israel turns to the United 
States and asks us to fulfill our long
standing commitments. Our country 
should take a strong position that we will 
stand for no aggression and will oppose 
the threats to Israel from Syria, Iraq, 
the UAR and other Arab States. 

I have called on the President and the 
Secretary of State to be consistent in ad
hering to our pronounced policy so fre
quently expressed by Secretary Rusk that 
"aggression unchecked is aggression un
leashed." 

FLAGRANT MISUSE OF POVERTY 
PROGRAM FUNDS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
HARDY). Under previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. HUNT] is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, from the very 
inception of the 90th Congress it be
came evident that the money-spending 
programs of the present administration 
needed considerable investigation. It has 
been said many times that our Govern
ment should be operated on a business
like basis. Early in the session the Con-

gress was asked to raise the national debt 
ceiling by billions of dollars and now we 
are told again that another request to 
raise it by billions of dollars was in the 
oftlng. A $25 billion deficit is now esti
mated. 

It would appear to me that the waste 
of taxpayers' money has become alarm
ing and that we do not pay enough at
tention to the many varied and overlap
ping projects. Permit me to call to your 
attention a flagrant misuse of poverty 
program funds. 

The New Jersey Community Action 
Training Institute, under the direction of 
Mr. Barry A. Passett, operates under a 
$451,000 Federal grant for the purpose of 
training antipoverty workers. 

It now appears that a 10-page bro
chure, which Mr. Passett contemplates 
distributing to all community action pro
grams, neighborhood centers, and other 
antipoverty organizations in New Jersey, 
represents the only accomplishment of 
this organization. 

The brochure urges a letterwriting 
campaign in favor of increased social se
curity, the model cities program, Teach
er Corps, Headstart and other programs 
put forward by the Johnson administra
tion. 

I am extremely disturbed to learn that 
Federal poverty funds are being used to 
prepare a brochure which represents 
nothing more than a political action 
program in favor of the Democratic ad
ministration. 

I would like to know just how this 
brochure serves to train antipoverty 
workers in New Jersey which is the 
reason the institute was created and 
funded with Federal moneys. 

This brochure represents a very crafty 
attempt to muster support for Demo
cratic programs and I resent the use of 
poverty funds for this purpose. 

Naturally I am very interested in 
knowing how my constitutents feel about 
legislation and in this regard I have just 
completed a districtwide poll on key 
issues such as Vietnam, the proposed 6-
percent surtax, the Post Office Depart
ment, and other policy matters. Inci
dentally, this poll was conducted at no 
cost to the Government. 

However, the use of Federal antipov
erty money to organize letterwriting 
campaigns in favor of administration
sponsored programs is an outright sham 
and an insult to the integrity of every 
Member of the Congress. 

Every Congressman welcomes letters 
from his constituents. These letters serve 
as sensitive guidelines on programs un
der consideration. However, from the 
amount of mail that I receive each day 
and the amount of mail received by my 
colleagues, I can see no evidence that the 
people need a federally sponsored train
ing course on how to write to your Con
gressman. 

I feel very strongly about the war on 
poverty and I believe that we should do 
all in our power to help those who have 
been less fortunate. However, I fail to 
see how this particular program is help
ing the poor to help themselves. I am 
convinced that the money used in the 
preparation of this brochure, for print
ing and mailing, could be put to much 

better use than that proposed by Mr. 
Passett. 

It is my judgment that this brochure 
represents nothing more than a club 
placed in the hands of poverty officials 
to be used indiscriminately against every 
member of the New Jersey delegation. 

If the purpose of the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity is the establishment 
of Democratic political action commit
tees at the State level, then I believe Mr. 
Shriver should have the courage to say 
so. 

This is just another case in the grow
ing list of examples of how Federal
and I might add ta.xpayers'_.money is 
being misused in the fight on the war on 
poverty. 

Mr. Fassett's action in this particular 
case is reprehensible and I believe that 
he owes every member of the New Jersey 
delegation-Democrats and Republicans 
alike--an explanation. To say the least, 
it certainly represents a classic example 
of bad judgment. 

Let the RECORD reflect that I have 
been, and continue to· be, in favor of vari
ous segments of the poverty program in
cluding the establishment of neighbor
hood centers and Headstart. 

But I strenuously object to the use of 
poverty funds for the creation of a pri
vate lobby for the Johnson administra
tion. If this program is permitted to con
tinue, it will set a precedent for poverty 
workers in the other 49 States to follow. 

If one has any doubts that this is 
nothing more than a poorly disguised 
attempt by the Johnson administration 
to obtain grassroots support with Fed
eral funds for the President's program, 
then one only need examine the publica
tion in question. 

I believe Mr. Passett owes the entire 
New Jersey delegation an explanation 
and I am demanding an investigation 
into the affairs of the training institute. 
I am also requesting some type of ex
planation from Mr. Shriver as to why 
the institute was permitted to proceed 
with this program. 

Taxpayers are entitled to know how 
their money is being spent. They have 
been told that the various poverty com
munity action committees are private in
stitutions but let it be known that all 
poverty commissions and committees can 
only function by appropriation of the 
Federal tax dollar. In my humble estima
tion this places them well within the 
Federal purview and they are account
able to all citizens who carry the tax 
load in this Nation. 

FEDERAL FUNDS FOR EDUCATION 
SHOULD BE GIVEN IN BLOCK 
GRANTS TO STATE GOVERN
MENTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Indiana [Mr. BRAY] is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, extension of 
the present education legislation will 
continue the practice of the Federal Gov
ernment giving money directly to local 
school boards after their individual pro
grams have received Federal approval. 
No concept is more dear to the bureau-
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cratic heart. No concept is more suscep
tible to waste, inefficiency and redtape. 
No concept is more insidious in its steady 
encroachment upon State, county, and 
local authority. 

We can turn from this path in the 
education bill now before the House and 
approve a system by which Federal funds 
will be given in block grants to State 
governments, which in tum will decide 
where the money is to go. This is alien 
to the bureaucratic dream, but is less 
wasteful and more in the American tra
dition of State and local control over 
education. 

However, money alone is not the an
swer, and a prime example is found right 
here in the District of Columbia. On April 
19, 1967, Dr. Jerome Wiesner, former 
science adviser to President Kennedy, 
blasted Congress for its neglect of Wash
ington public schools over the last 20 
and "perhaps 100" years. The situation, 
he said, was "one of the great scandals of 
this country." 

Has Congress been so stingy? For 
1964-65 the District was first in per pupil 
expenditure of all cities in the United 
States between 500,000 and 1,000,000 
population. For 1965-66, the District was 
second in per pupil expenditure for all 
cities over 500,000; the first was New 
York. In 1967, District of Columbia per 
pupil expenditures are $558; this is a 
24-percent increase over the 1964 level 
of $452. 

Comparing the District and my home 
State of Indiana, on per pupil expendi
tures, we find the following: 1963-64, 
the District, $511; Indiana, $450. 1965-
66: the District, $606; Indiana, $540. 
Estimated for 1966: the District, $578; 
Indiana, $512. Estimated 1966-67: the 
District, $705; Indiana, $580. 

Indiana not only does more with less 
money but depends more on its own re
sources to raise the necessary revenue. 
The average real property tax rate for 
Indiana is over 7 percent; rates of 9 and 
11 percent are not uncommon for many 
areas. The District's rate is 2.9 percent. 

In fiscal year 1966, Indiana paid $1.56 
in Federal taxes for every dollar it re
ceived from the Federal Government. 
The District, in contrast, paid 53 cents 
in taxes for every Federal dollar. Only 
10 other States paid less. 

District total elementary and second
ary enrollment for 1965-66 was seventh 
from the bottom in ranking all the States. 
However, for the same period, in 
amount~ received from the Federal Gov
ernment for education, the District was 
23d from the bottom. 

There is no question but that there is 
an active, aggressive plan in the Federal 
bureaucracy to take over, from the peo
ple, community, and State, more and 
more control of our schools. This inten
tion was well set out in an editorial in 
the New Republic, of January 9, 1961, 
and copied in the Washington Post of 
January 22, 1961, both of these period
icals being strong advocates of more 
Federal control. 

This article accurately describes the 
thinking of those who call for more Fed
eral control of education. After con
demning "myopic local school boards" 

and "self-seeking State legislators" the 
editorial states: 

Americans are still shackled by the Jef
fersonian untruth that the best government 
governs least, and that central government 
is worst of all. ... The tradition of the New 
England town meeting which still haunts 
the national imagination whenever "local 
:Control" is mentioned bears little re
semblance to the conventions of local fat
cats to whom we are actually entTusting our 
children's future. 

There is no elected school board in the 
District of Columbia that would be re
sponsive to the wishes of local taxpay
ers. No parent has any authority over 
what is going on. The Washington school 
system should be the ultimate in every 
educational bureaucrat's dream. But 
something seems to have gone wrong: 
the District of Columbia school system 
is about as free from local taxpayer 
pressure as a Federal-control advocate 
could wish, but the same voices that call 
for more Federal control constantly de
plore the results of the system. The Dis
trict receives the most money per pupil, 
yet all that we hear is that Washington 
has the worst schools in the United 
States. 

The proposed amendment to the com
mittee bill, which would take effect in 
fiscal year 1969, would insure three major 
things. No State would receive less than 
it received in fiscal year 1968; in fact, 
all but New York and the District of 
Columbia would receive more. Indiana's 
share would go from $41.7 million, to over 
$76 million. Cities would continue to re
ceive equitable treatment. Private schools 
are guaranteed as much assistance as 
they now receive. 

Major inequities of present legislation 
would be removed. 1ndiana presently re
ceives $38 per pupil from the Federal 
Government. The District of Columbia, 
with the highest per capita personal in
come in the country, receives $184. The 
part of the administration bill covering 
educational aid to the disadvantaged 
gives New York eight times as much 
money as Indiana, yet New York has 
only three times as many poor children. 

And, perhaps most important of all, 
under the amendment's system of block 
grants to the States, with a minimum of 
strings attached, the money would be put 
directly into the hands of those who are 
most closely acquainted with the prob
lems of their own areas. 

However, we cannot solve the problem 
of education by money alone. Schools 
must be made places of instruction and 
learning. Pupils are there to be taught 
and not shuffled around as pieces in a 
sociological jigsaw puzzle. 

State, county, and local officials must 
be given the support and backing neces
sary so they will not be inclined to bow 
to noisy demands of pressure groups. 
Terror tactics and rampant hoodlumism 
must be stopped. The lessons of disci
pline and respect for law and order must 
be an integral part of the education 
process. 

Adoption of the amendment is the 
first step away from more Federal au
thority and control. It is turning away 
from concepts leading to busing, chang
ing school districts to attain racial bal
ance, tampering with textbooks, Gov-

ernment control of educational materials, 
Federal standards for teachers, and ulti
mate destruction of the neighborhood 
school. 

It is turning away from a trend that 
can lead to complete and total regimen
tation of the young. The next thing we 
would hear would be Federal uniforms, 
Federal preschool registration, Federal 
assignment to a course of study, all 
based on Federal needs. Federal schools, 
to compete with local schools, have 
already been proposed. Where does it 
stop, unless we vote to stop it here to
day? If the States wish to tum every 
last bit of their authority over to the 
Federal Government, then following the 
administration's plan will mean exactly 
that. 

As a boy, I looked up to and respected 
my teachers as sources of wisdom, guid
ance, and authority, second only to my 
parents. A teacher must be free to teach 
and a student must be free to learn. 
Unless we reject the administration's 
plan and restore education to its true 
purpose, we will risk ed,ucational chaos. 

FOREIGN DIPLOMATS BEWARE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. GRoss] is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, along with 
other Members of the House I thought 
we had disposed of the administration 
plan for an international center and 
chancery enclave in adopting H.R. 6638 
on Apri110, 1967, without a single opposi
tion vote. However, we apparently failed 
to reckon with and fully to realize the re
sourcefulness of the Texas gas and oil 
interests which appear now to be engaged 
in a bold move to reverse the action of 
the House on that occasion. 

Now I have a letter on White House 
stationery signed by Stephen J. Pollack, 
the President's Adviser for National 
Capital Affairs, which states that: 

It is my understanding that hearings in 
the House will start in the near futuTe. 

The letter is dated May 17, 1967. 
It is high time this House took time 

to unmask and uncover the behind-the
scenes forces which are hard at work in 
a bold maneuver to overturn the earlier 
House action. Apparently there are no 
limits to the willingness of this admin
istration to accommodate its friends and 
financial contributors. The move to over
turn last month's action by the House 
establishes an unfortunate and unde
sirable precedent, so that any time the 
House acts on a matter in a way which 
touches the pocketbook of one of its 
more potent backers it will send up a 
new bill specifically designed to go to a 
committee which it controls and where 
the action it seeks to benefit its friends 
and supporters can be obtained. The 
point is, are we going to stand idly by 
and accept this new order of things with
out protest or are we going to maintain 
the historic authority of the House? I 
do not think we should permit or be a 
party to proposals and actions delib
erately designed to circumvent and over
turn the decisions of the Congress. 

The administration should tell us not 
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only who is back of this effort to reverse 
the April 10 vote on the chancery issue 
and the administration plan to provide 
subsidized locaUons for international or
ganizations, hotels, office buildings, res
taurants, shops, and an international 
drinking club, but who the developers 
and operators of this complex will be. 
We have not been told, and the citizens 
have been brushed off by the adminis
tration when they have tried to find out. 
The Washington Post of May 16 re
ported, under the title "NW Residents 
Assail Plan for Chanceries," that one 
property owner in an area sought by the 
White House and the State Department 
had: "insistently queried NCPC-Na
tional Capital Planning Commission
Director Charles H. Conrad on who had 
advised the State Department on the 
plan. Conrad brushed him off during the 
regular question period and in an ex
change afterward." 

Recently a second site has won ad
ministration backing, according to a 
number of reports. A brochure prepared 
by the well-known Washington architect 
with White House and State Department 
connections, Chloethiel Woodard Smith, 
calls for the use of the McLean Gardens 
housing project "to provide suitable sites 
for chanceries and the headquarters of 
the Organization of American States and 
the Inter-American Development Bank." 

The questionable advantages of · this 
site · include the probability that Con
gress can be bypassed entirely and, in 
fact, ignored completely for, again ac
cording to the brochure-

The owner proposed to offer the tract to 
the U.S. Government in exchange for the 
note now being held by the Treasury for 
$19,400,000, secured in part by McLean Gar
dens. It is believed that this transaction 
could be executed without special author
izing leglsla tion by the Congress. 

This particular proposal was explored 
in some depth by the Sunday Star of 
May 14, in a major article which re
ported that the use of this middle
income housing project for such purposes 
would result in the unwarranted dis
placement of 2,000 or more persons and 
demolition of much needed middle
income housing. 

It now appears that a well-known and 
highly paid Washington lobbyist, with 
White House and Texas gas and oil con
nections of long standing, is a leading 
sponsor of the McLean Gardens site and 
has obtained the blessing and approval 
of the President for its use, which would 
help settle an estate. Needless to say, 
there may be some reason to doubt that 
the settlement sought would benefit the 
American taxpayers any more than does 
the oil depletion allowance. This partic
ul·ar lobbyist is not only interested in 
settling this estate to the maximum ad
vantage of its heirs, but is also interested 
in blocking even the consideration of 
other sites with superior advantage by 
the Organization of American States and 
a number of foreign governments, despite 
the fact that the savings to American 
taxpayers of other sites may be very 
great and the advantages of other sites 
from the point of view of our Govem
ment may be many. This viewpoint was 
advanced in a recent letter included in 
these remarks, which says in part: 

Recently, the 20Y:!-acre Tregaron Estate 
entered the picture when its owner offered 
it to the OAS. We have learned that an 
all-out effort within the Administration is 
being made to prevent the OAS from locating 
on the Tregaron Estate. This all-out block
ing action is spearheaded by the Texas oil 
lobbyist who presented the McLean Gardens 
proposal to President Johnson, who has 
teamed up with the State Department with 
the blessing of the President. The American 
taxpayers will lose if this blocking effort 
succeeds. OAS use of Tregaron would elimi
nate the need for the chancery enclave at 
Washington Circle, as would the use of the 
sites provided in H.R. 6638. The Tregaron 
Estate could be acquired for $3,500,000, while 
the acreage sought by President Johnson at 
Washington Circle would cost about 
$4,000,000 an acre. Washington Circle would 
cost 20 times as much per acre as Tregaron 
or the sites provided by H.R. 6638. 

There are equally disturbing reports 
that this Presidential emissary, with the 
backing of his Texas gas and oil bosses, 
has laid the law down to the OAS in no 
uncertain terms that the only sites it 
will be permitted to consider for the lo
cation of its headquarters are the Seal
test Dairy industrial site and the McLean 
Gardens housing project site. 

The record revealed to date under
scores the fact that the administration 
has been less than frank with the Ameri
can people about the real factors in
volved in its proposed International Cen
ter. While we have been given lists re
peatedly of the foreign governments the 
State Department hopes will either relo
cate into, or be forced into, the proposed 
International Center enclave, we have 
not been given even a hint of the inter
national organizations for which it is 
seeking sites and supporting facilities, or 
who the developers and operators are 
who will build, develop, and operate the 
subsidized hotels, office buildings, restau
rants, shops, and the international 
drinking club. The administration, in 
fact, has been unusually coy about this 
aspec·t of its proposal, and its failure to 
mention a single builder or developer 
gives weight to the views of those who 
think there is something shady and un
derhanded about the project which will 
be to the disadvantage of the American 
taxpayers who will be called upon to foot 
the entire bill. 
THE INTERNATIONAL DRINKING CLUB AND THE 

PARKING FACU.rriES TO BE PROVIDED IN THE 
INTERNATIONAL CENTER ARE KING-SIZED 

Upon examination of the plans for the 
international drinking club and the 
parking facilities which will be provided 
by President Johnson's plan for the In
ternational Center, which appears on 
page 55 of the $8,000,000,000 comprehen
sive plan for the Nation's Capital pre
par.ed by the Nationa.l Oapi'tal Planning 
Commission, it becomes clear that both 
are to be mammoth and king-sized in 
their proportions. The House, in adopt
ing H.R. 6638, took a dim view of both. 
It was completely unpersuaded as to the 
need for such facilities, and failed to 
subsidize them. All of us have experi
enced difficulty in finding public parking 
space back home as well as in Washing
ton, especially during the peak hours 
when everyone else is looking for parking 
space at the same time. But, then, of 
course, no reasonable person expects 
every car in the city to be able to be in 

the same place at the same time either 
in our own country or overseas. 

It is high time we asked ourselves 
again, as we did when we adopted H.R. 
6638, where the subsidies will stop if we 
are to subsidiZe parking garages, and 
international drinking clubs, hotels, 
office buildings, :restaurants, and shops 
which already are established in abun
dant supply in Washington without 
benefit of subsidies or other taxpayer 
aids. 
IMPORTANT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROVIDING 

SrrES FOR THE OAS AND CHANCERY USE IG

NORED BY THE WHITE HOUSE AND STATE 
DEPARTMENT 

Among the questions which this Con
gress should be asking the State Depart
ment and the White House are why they 
have failed to act on these significant 
recommendations which appear on page 
53 of the comprehensive plan, which 
would not cost the taxpayers a single 
dollar, and which would not displace 
families, jobs, businesses, or result in 
major tax losses: 

Current regulations governing the location 
of chanceries should be reexamined to seek 
a means of providing a choice of locations 
for those foreign governments desiring to 
establish new chanceries. 

The representational offices of foreign gov
ernments, together with smaller offices of 
international organizations, could be suitable 
occupants of the large town houses close to 
the central employment area which have be
come too expensive for residential use but 
which should be preserved to lend diversity 
to the development character of the central 
area. 

Limited portions of the area between Mas
sachusetts and Florid·a Avenues west of 16th 
Street are likely candidates for such desig
nation. 

These are precisely the provisions in
cluded in H.R. 6638 in which the White 
House and the State Department are now 
engaged in an intricate and highly costly 
maneuver to circumvent entirely. 

GHETI'O ATMOSPHERE OF ENCLAVES 

The Congress should also ask the White 
House and the State Department why 
they, themselves, have refused to heed 
the sound advice given to the Congress 
by Ambassador Angier Biddle Duke in 
August 1962, when he denounced em
bassy and chancery enclaves for their 
"ghetto atmosphere." The Evening Star 
of April 13, 1967, accurately described, 
in an editorial, the International Center 
sought by President Johnson as "tightly 
controlled." 

At hearings in 1962 on amendments to 
the Foreign Service Buildings Act, held 
by the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee, Ambassador Angier Biddle Duke 
condemned all diplomatic enclaves on the 
sound grounds that they would "tend to 
unnecessarily confine us all around the 
world." He added: 

In the majority of cases we are not so con
fined in the enclave, and I think that it is 
better for us to be out among, and mix with, 
the people than to have a ghetto atmosphere 
for American personnel confined to a diplo
matic area. That does not fulfill the objec
tives of our foreign policy, and I hope that 
we would not get into this situation by en
forcing it here in the District of Columbia. 

The historic practice of foreign gov
ernments in locating their chanceries, 
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embassies, and personnel throughout the 
Nation's Capital will be forcibly ended if 
the Congress adopts the "tightly con
trolled" diplomatic enclave sought by 
President Johnson. 
THE HIDDEN COSTS IN THE PROPOSED INTERNA

TIONAL CENTER 

The visual details of · the proposed In
ternational Center sought by the Presi
dent will be resplendent indeed, and are 
set forth on page 52 of the $8 billion 
comprehensive plan where we find this 
priceless nugget of information: 

The blocks between M and N Streets from 
New Hampshire Avenue to Rock Creek Park 
would form the heart of the center. Here 
there would be a central core of development 
on a raised plaza. As the focus of the oore, 
several office buildings would house special 
missions and international orgE;tnizations and 
could serve for interim chancery use. In ad
dition, an international club might be estab
lished as a center for diplomatic functions, 
with meeting and reception facllities. Be
neath the central plaza, underground garages 
would furnish ample parking for personnel 
employed in the center and for visitors. 

It would be safe to say that even if the 
central core of development were to be 
placed on a raised plaza 50 feet high it 
could not lift this get-rich-quick land de
velopment scheme above the morass of 
financial intrigue which is its major rea
son for being. The commercial parking 
to be provided more than equals the 
amount of chancery parking to be pro
vided, and it is readily apparent from 
this, and many other aspects of the plan 
which are now becoming known, that it 
is primarily commercial in nature, and 
that the chanceries are included in the 
main to provide the sweetener and the 
come-on needed to try and persuade the 
Congress to adopt and fund this boon
doggle. 

The administration plainly is not seek
ing a consensus among the American 
voters and taxpayers regarding this In
ternational Center proposal, or levelling 
with them as to its costs, its deficiencies, 
or the merits, or lack of such, of the pro
moters and developers who will benefit 
from it immediately, the operators who 
are already lined up to manage it, or the 
political party whose coffers will ulti
mately benefit from it if the Congress 
enacts it into law. 

It is up to the Congress to get definitive 
answers about who the shadowy char
acters are in the background with their 
flngers in this pie, and who the fast
buck boys are who are promoting this 
plan and stand to be enriched by it. The 
Congress should demand answers, and 
make it perfectly plain to the adminis
tration that it does not intend to be 
brushed off, put off, denied answers, or 
to buy this gold brick. 

It ls clear, in any event, that the trum
peted needs of the OAS are the key to this 
project, and that there is an underhanded 
and unworthy effort underway to deny 
the OAS any opportunity to locate where 
it would go if given a free choice of sites. 
The administration is exerting pressure, 
with the export aid of the Texas oil lobby, 
both overtly and covertly, to keep the 
OAS in line and to force it to accept 
either the industrial Seal test Dairy site or 
the somewhat less expensive McLean 

Gardens site for its headquarters 
building. 

The Congress should insist on knowing 
all there is to know about this project 
immediately. If we are provided all of the 
information, instead of just that part of 
the information which supports the ad
ministration view, we will find that there 
is no justification at all for further hear
ings, or further action by the House on 
behalf of this high handed, enormously 
expensive, and unprincipled plan which 
seeks to impose on foreign governments 
the ghetto atmosphere of a diplomatic 
enclave here which they have never im
posed on us in their countries. A District 
of Columbia citizen-leader has suggested 
that the principal motive, or one of the 
principal motives, of the plan's propon
ents may be to obtain campaign funds. 
In view of the several weeks' efforts in 
the Senate to provide funds for partisan 
political purposes at the expense of the 
American taxpayers there would seem to 
be valid grounds for this point of view. 
This citizen-leader writes: 

We have heard about pay-offs and hidden 
funds for the political party in power in the 
D. c. Stadium, the Rayburn House Office 
Bullding and the other structures which have 
been built in recent years and we under
stand these hidden funds a,re enormous. The 
Rayburn House Office Building was originally 
estimated at $60,000,000 and has actually cost 
so far over $125,000,000. It isn't completed 
yet. 

The International Center was originally 
estimated by the Federal Government to cost. 
$50,000,000 for land alone, but is sure to end 
up costing the American taxpayers $170,000,-
000 for land alone, and as much as $500,000-
000 to complete. For instance, the plan calls 
for 10-acres of underground parking. The 
Washington Circle site is located on a solid 
rock base. It cost in excess of $40 a cubic yard 
to blast and remove the rock for the Wash
ington .Hilton Hotel site a few years a.go, and 
the costs have risen sharply since then along 
with all other construction costs. The com
pleted cost of the underground parking and 
the substructure wlll be in the range of $200 
to $300 a square foot, according to knowledge
able leaders in the construction industry who 
are experts in these aspects of construction. 

We ask your help in our fight to save homes 
and jobs and small businesses of c1 tlzens 
ot the Nation's capital, and to save the 
American taxpayers the hundreds of mlllions 
of dollars which are involved in this Admin
istration boondoggle. 

The National Capital Planning Com
mission is required to present its com
prehensive plan to the citizens of the Na
tion's Capital, but it has signally failed 
to present the plan for the International 
Ce-nter to the 40 employers and the 5,000 
employees in the Washington Circle area 
it would displace, or even notify them of 
the presentations it has made, and has 
significantly held some of its presenta
tions at out-of-the-way places far re
moved from the Washington Circle area 
most affected by the International Center 
plan. Could it be because some of the 
facts about this bizarre matter are now 
coming to light? 

I include the following letters as part 
of my remarks: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
W48htngton, May 17, 1967. 

Mr. JoHN R. IMMER, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. IMMER: ' President Johnson asked 
me to thank you for yotll' letter of May 13, 

1967 with respect to va.r1ous locations for the 
proposed center for location of foreign chan
ceries and the otllces of international orga
nlza.tions. 

Your letter reaftlrms the position of the 
Federa.tlon in opposition to the proposed lo
cation north of Washington Circle and in 
addition expresses concern over a propoeal 
th.at the location of the present McLean 
Gardens Housing project be considered as a 
possible site. 

So far as the site of McLean Gardens 11 
concerned, I know of no consideration of 
that site by the White House. The President 

. in his message on the Nation's capital recom
mended legislation which would specify an 
area. north of Washington Circle to be avau
able for chanceries and the otllces of interna
tional organizations. Pursuant to this rec
ommendation, the Department of State 
transmitted. implementing legislation to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House. The proposed legislation ha.s been 
introduced by Senator Fulbright (S. 1801) 
and Congressman Kenneth Gray (H.R. 7415). 
It 1s my understanding that hearings in the 
House wlll start in the near future. The posi
tion of the Whlte House continues to be that 
stated by the President in his message. ' 

I am transmitting your letter to the Na
tional Capital Plann1ng Commission and the 
Department of State for their consideration 
since you present views ooncem.lng the In
ternational Center legislation which is a di
rect concern to those agencies. 

Thank you !or expressing your views on 
this important matter. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN J. POLLAK, 

Advisor for Nattonaz CapttaZ Affairs. 

FEDERATION OJ' CITIZENS AssOCIA
TIONS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA, 

Hon. H. R. GRoss, 
May 18, 1967. 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GROSS: We are writing 
to you because you are a member of the 
Committee on Foreign A1fairs of the House 
of Representatives, and because you have 
spoken several times on the subject. o! sites 
in the Nation's Capital for chanceries of For
eign Governments, and a headquarters build
ing for the Organization of American states 
(OAS). 

Our Federation has long been interested 
in a just, sound, and reasonable solution to 
the problem of providing such sites in our 
crowded city with its very high land costs 
at a time when we are faced with a housing 
crisis long recognized by the Federal Govern
ment and President Johnson. We have sup
ported H.R. 6638 which passed the House 
of Representatives April 10 without a single 
opposition vote. We also support the com
panion bills introduced in the Senate by 
Senator Peter H. Dominick (R-Colo.) and 
Senator Strom Thurmond (R-S. Car.). We 
oppose the Administration Plan set out in 
S. 1301 by Senator J. W. Fulbright, and H.R. 
7415 by Representative Kenneth J. Gray, 
which would provide sites near Washington 
Circle and north of Pennsylvania Avenue 
for OAS and chancery use. This Administra
tion Proposal, which President Johnson sent 
to the Congress recently, would displace 300 
low- and moderate-income Negro and white 
fammes, cause the loss of 5,000 well-paid 
jobs, cause the displacement and ruination 
of forty small and medium-sized businesses, 
and cause the loss of many milllons of dol
lars 1n taxes to the Federal and District 
o! Columbl.a Governments-at the very time 
President Johnson has called for (a) 20,000 
jobs in private employment to head off vio
lence and prevent crime, and (b) an increase 
from $40 million to $60 m1llion in the Fed
eral payment to the District of Columbia. 

We are enclosing herewith a copy of a let-
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rter we wrote President Johnson on May 13 
expressing our opposition to the Administra
tion Plans for an International Center at 
·washington Circle to provide sites for the 
OAS and chanceries, as well as a copy of 
a letter we wrote the Evening Star. We also 
enclose a copy of the White House reply, and 
we call your attention in particular to the 
third paragraph which begins with this sen
tence: "So far as the site of McLean Gardens 
is concerned, I know of no consideration of 
that site by the White House." The McLean 
Gardens is a second site being studied by, 
and promoted by the Administration but for 
which no legislation has as yet been pre
·sented to the Congress. We have learned, to 
our amazement, that the McLean Gardens 
site was proposed to the White House and 
the OAS by a well-known Washington lobby
ist with long-standing White House and 
Texas oil connections within the past week 
and that President Johnson personally gave 
it his blessing. 

Frankly, we are disturbed that the White 
House, and the State Department, have ap
parently decided to ignore the Congress com
pletely and are acting as though the House 
did not pass H.R. 6638 overwhelmingly on 
April 10. We are astounded that, despite this 
House action, the Administration is now 
pushing for hearings in the House and, as 
pointed out in the White House letter, a copy 
of which we attach, "that hearings in the 
House will start in the near future." Doesn't 
this set a precedent and a most unfortunate 
one, so that at any time in the future that 
President Johnson or the Democratic leader
ship in the Congress are dissatisfied for any 
reason with the action of the House on spe
.cific legislation they can simply send up a 
slightly revised measure and have it referred 
to a friendly or controlled committee where 
the results they want can be obtained? 

Recently, the 20'!2 -acre Tregaron Estate 
entered the picture when its owner offered it 
to the OAS. We have learned that an all-out 
effort within the Administration is being 
made to prevent the O.AS from locating on 
the Tregaron Estate. This all-out blocking 
action is spearheaded by the Texas Oil lob
byist who presented the McLean Gardens pro
posal to President Johnson, who has teamed 
up with the State Department with the bless
ing of the President. The American taxpayers 
will lose if this blocking effort succeeds. OAS 
use of Tregaron would eliminate the need for 
the chancery enclave at Washington Circle, as 
would the use of the sites provided in H.R. 
6638. The Tregaron Estate could be acquired 
for $3,500,000, while the acreage sought by 
President Johnson at Washington Circle 
would· cost about $4,000,000 an acre. In other 
words, the land sought by the Administration 
at Washington Circle would cost 20 times as 
much per acre as Tregaron or the sites pro
vided by H.R. 6638. 

As a leading member of the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee you are morally bound to 
defend the Americ8fl people from this 
astounding raid on the public purse. Were
quest you to take immediate steps to bring 
before the Congress, and the nation at large, 
the full details of this amazing and unprin
cipled $500,000,000 boondoggle. The 43-acres 
of the Washington Circle site, costing $4,-
000,000 an acre, will cost a total of ( approxi
mately) $172,000,000 for land alone. When 
you add to this the cost of the present im
provements, the relocation costs to move the 
40 plus small businesses, and the construc
tion cost of the proposed international hotels, 
office buildings, shops, restaurants, and the 
international drinking club-all described in 
detall by the National Capital Planning Com
mission in its new $8-b1llion dollar Compre
hensive Plan for the District of Columbia 
one can see that there are enough hidden 
funds involved in this project to finance and 
keep the Democratic Party in power for the 
next twenty years. 

Whether the final choice is the Washing
ton Circle site, or the McLean Gardens site, 

the developers and the Texas oil lobby wlll 
benefit enormously, but the cost in taxes 
and in human terms will be enormous and 
prohibitively expensive. H.R. 6638 would pro
vide vacant, undeveloped land at $5 to $7 a 
square foot for embassy and chancery pur
poses on the prime Henderson Castle and 
Shapiro tracts; the Tregaron acreage would 
cost about $4 a square foot. The Adminis
tration's lack of interest in these tracts can 
only be explained by the fact that they do 
not provide the kind of funds for partisan 
political purposes which are concealed within 
the Administration-favored plans for Wash
ington Circle and McLean Gardens sites. 

It is abundantly clear tha.t the White House 
and the State Department have been less 
than frank with the American people, and 
that this land-grab and get-rich-quick de
velopment scheme is one thing on which 
President Johnson is not seeking a consensus. 
_The State Department has told us which na
tions are expected to locate in the chancery 
enclave at Washington Circle, although there 
-is a very real reason for doubting Ithe a.c
curacy of their lists. For one thing, the lists 
are obviously designed to support the State 
Department sought enclave at Washington 
Circle, and newspaper reports have given 
proof that many nations are actually in
terested in locating elsewhere than in the 
enclave. 

We are sending you herewith a number of 
these newspaper articles for your informa
tio.n and use. 

It is also known that the OAS is not in
terested in locating in the enclave. What 
the State Department and President Johnson 
have not been frank with us about, or with 
the Congress, is who the developers of choice 
are who will build and operate the interna
tional hotels, office buildings, restaurants, 
shops, and the international drinking club 
if the Administration Plan is adopted. Will 
it be Mr. McCloskey, Mr. McShain, the Rock
efellers, or some other builder, perhaps some
one with a Texas background? 

We have heard about pay-offs and hidden 
funds for the political party in power in the 
D.C. Stadium, the Rayburn House Office 
Building and the other structures which have 
been built in recent years and we understand 
these hidden funds are enormous. The Ray
burn House Office Building was originally 
estimated at $60,000,000 and has actually cost 
so far over $125,000,000. It isn't completed yet. 
The Kennedy Center was originally estimated 
to cost $50,000,000, but the Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution, who are responsible 
for the release of the funds appropriated by 
the Congress, have already approved con
tracts for $7,200,000 for steel alone, a figure 
which indicates a minimum construction cost 
of $70,000,000 to $100,000,000, and they 
haven't even· started construction of this fa
c111ty which was originall~ conceived by the 
Congress in 1958 as not costing the tax
payers a dime. 

The International Center was originally 
estimated by the Federal Government to cost 
$50,000,000 for land alone, but is sure to end 
up costing the American ta;xpayers $170,000,-
000 for land alone, and as much as $500,000,-
000 to complete. For instance, the plan calls 
for 10-acres of undeground parking. The 
Washington Circle site is located on a solid 
rock base. It cost in excess of $40 a cubic yard 
to blast and remove the rock for the Wash
ington Hilton Hotel site a few years ago, and 
the costs have rise:c sharply since then along 
with all other cons.truction costs. The com
pleted cost of the underground. parking and 
the substructure will be in the range of $200 
to $300 a square foot, according to knowl
edgeable leaders in the construction industry 
who are experts in these aspects of construc
tion. 

We ask your help in our fight to save homes 
and jobs and small businesses of citizens of 
the Nation's Capital, and to save the Amer
ican taxpayers the hundreds of mUlions of 

dollars which are involved in this Adminis
tration boondoogle. 

Respectfully yours, 
JOHN R. IMMER, 

President. 

FEDERATION OF CITizENS ASSOCIA
TIONS OF THJ: DISTBicr OJ' Co-
LUMBIA, 

In Re International Center. 
THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.O. 

May 13, 1967. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: OUr Federation, and 
its member citizens association, has taken a 
constructive interest in providing suitable 
space for the OAS and chancery purposes. 
However, we do not· believe that the proposed 
location north of Washington Circle is con
sistent with the best interests of the United 
States, or of the citizens of Washington be
cause this location is (1) a commercial and 

· industrial site; (2) is terribly expensive, and 
unnecessarily so; (3) would displaee 300 low
and moderate-income families, 40 businesses. 
3,000-plus jobs; and (4) further restrict the 
tax base at the very time you have asked for 
a larger Federal contribution, and the House 
District Committee is holding hearings on 
legislation to provide an enlarged Federal 
contribution. 

Now, we learn with dismay, that the White 
House and the State Department have been 
seriously considering a plan, prepared by 
Chloethiel Woodard Smith & Associates, to 
ut111ze the McLean Gardens Housing Project 
site for the International Center. There are 
a number of things wrong with such use, 
they are: ( 1) it would displace 720 families 
in McLean Garden Apartment units and the 
occupants of 1,200 rooms, in the face of a 
housing crisis of long duration and major 
proportions widely recognized by the Federal 
and District Governments; {2) it is need
lessly expensive; and (3) it ignores the large 
tracts of undeveloped, under-utillzed land in 
the District, such as Tregaron's 20¥2 -acres, 
the Wolman Tract, the Henderson Castle and 
Shapiro Tracts provided by the House-passed 
H.R. 6638 plus 25-acres of undeveloped land 
north of the Shapiro Tract suitable for OAS 
and chancery use. Again, the White House 
and the State Department seem determined 
to fight the House-passed H.R. 6638, and the 
Senate companion measures sponsored by 
Senators Dominick and Thurmond, and to do 
so at the expense of the District's citizens. 

It is well-known that the OAS and a num
ber of South American nations are deeply 
interested in the Tregaron Tract, and the 
Henderson Castle and Shapiro tracts, yet 
they are being denied their use, while the 
Sealtest and McLean Garden sites are being 
actively promoted by the White House and 
the State Department. At the same time, be
cause of Federal and District Government 
public projects, such as highways, urban re
newal, schools, et·c., there is less housing and 
less people in the District today than when 
the Democrats took over the White House 
from President Eisenhower in 1961. Both the 
Washington Circle and McLean Garden sites 
are further proof of the utter disregard of 
the needs of our citizens on the part of the 
White House and the State Department. 

Respectfully, 
JOHN R. IMMER, 

President. 

FEDERATION OF CITIZENS AsSOCIA
TIONS OF THE DISTRICT OF Co-
LUMBIA, 

Re Inlterna.tionaJ Center. 
THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House~ 
Washington, D.O. 

May 15,1967. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are sending you 
photo~oopies of articles which appeared in 
the Sunday Star and Sunday Post on May 14:~ 
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The washington Post article reports: "A pro
posal to use the McLean Gardens tract in 
northwest Washington for the controver
sial proposed Chancery enclave has been pre
sented to the State Department, a Depart
ment spokesman said yesterday." 

The Sunday Star reported that: "An of
ficial of the National Capital Planning Com
mission said the agency also could be ex
pected to oppose location of the center on the 
apartment tract on the basis that such use 
would result in, among other things, the un
warranted displacement of 2,000 or more 
persons and demolition of much-needed mid
dle-income housing." 

We wrote you May 13 protesting the use of 
McLean Gardens for CAS and chancery in
ternational organization purposes on the 
grounds that it would: ( 1) displace 720 
families and the occupants of 1200 rooms, 
ma.ny of whom are students at our uni
v~rsi ties, in the face of a housing crisis of 
long duration and major prGportions widely 
recognized by the Federal and District gov
ernments; (2) it is needlessly expensive; and 
(3) it ignores the large tracts of undeveloped, 
under-utilized land in such tracts as Tre
garon, Wolman, Glover, the Henderson Cas
tle, and Shapiro plus some 25-acres adjacent 
to the Shapiro acreage. 

It is well-known thart the CAS and a num
ber of South American nations are dooply 
interested in the Tregaron tract, and the 
Henderson Castle, and the expanded Shapiro 
site of some 30-acres which is just across the 
ravine from the Shoreham and Sheraton
Park Hotels, the excellent restaurants on 
Connecticut Avenue, and the town houses 
and apartment houses adjacent thereto. 

In view of the factt that there are reports 
that a well-known Washington lobbyist with 
White House and Texas connections has suc
ceeded in presenting the plan to use the Mc
Lean Gardens proposal to the State Depart
ment, the White House, the CAS, and to the 
Senate Foceign Relations Committee, would 
it be asking too much to have you point out 
that the displacement of the families and 
single occupants at McLean Gardens is not 
consistent with your February 27 Message to 
Congress on the International Center? 

Respectfully, 
JoHN R. IMMER, 

President. 

FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOGIA• 
TIONS OF THE DISTRICT OF Co-
LUMBIA, 

Mr. NEWBOLD NOYES, 
Editor, 
Star Letters Column, 
Washington, D.C. 

May 15, 1967. 

SIR: I would appreciate the Star giving 
me space to correct the impression left by 
the editorial, "Why Not Tregaron" (May 6) 
which said: "John R. Immer, president of 
the Federation of Citizens Associations, says 
he has polled citizen groups that would be 

. affected and has encountered no objection" 
to the use of Tregaron by the Soviet Union 
for embassy-chancery purposes. The point 
I wish to emphasize is that my statement 
was taken out of context, and that the Fed
eration will probably oppose Russian use of 
Tregaron on the basis (1) that 20¥2-acres in 
land-short Washington is too much acreage 
to devote to a single government, and (2) the 
intensive use of Tregaron by the USSR for 
embassy-chancery purposes would destroy 
the park-like qualities of the site. 

The editorial had .the effeot of advancing 
the purposes of the State Department to (a) 
keep the CAS out of Tregaron, (b) confine 
CAS to the definitely inferior industrial 
"Sealtest Dairy" site on Pennsylvania Avenue 
proposed by Senator Fulbright. 

The Star was accurate when it reported 
(April 17) me as saying the move "to use 
large areas as chanceries appears to be the 
only way these sites will retain their park-

like quality." The alternatives are high-rise 
apartments, or public housing. The Star was 
accurate, too, when it reported (May 14) 
that I had protested to President Johnson 
the plan to use McLean Gardens which 
would displace 720 families and the occu
pants of 1200 single rooms. The Star was not 
accurate when it claimed in its editorial, 
"Poor Substitute" (April 13) that the Hen
derson Castle site "requires no federal leg
islation to authorize a chancery use under 
existing zoning" when the fact is that, as 
the NCPC pointed out in a letter to the 
House District Committee, the tract is zoned 
R-5-B along much of Florida Avenue. · 

Our Federation supported H.R. 6638 
adopted overwhelmingly, and without a 
single opposing vote, April 10. We would wel
come the addition of the Tregaron site to this 
Bill in the Senate, and the addition of the 
25-plus acres of undeveloped land adjacent 
to the Shapiro Tract-which would provide 
a site to balance the sites occupied by the 
Shoreham and Sheraton-Park Hotels, fine 
restaurants, shops, apartments and town 
houses a block to the West. 

We oppose <the legislation to locate the 
chancery enclave and the CAS at Washing
ton Circle, because it will displace people, 
jobs (some 5,000), small businesses, many 
of Which will fail, and drastically reduce the 
tax base when the President and the House 
District Committee are working for a larger 
Federal contribution to the District. We 
agree with Ambassador Angier Biddle Duke 
in opposing enclaves here and abroad because 
of their "ghetto atmosphere". 

Sincerely, 
JOHN R. IMMER, 

President. 

FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIA• 
TIONS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

Mr. CHARLES H. CONRAD, 
Executive Director, 

May 18,1967. 

National Capital Planning Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CoNRAD: We are deeply disturbed 
over the presentation of the International 
Center plan to a handful of people at the 
National Gallery of Art on May 15, and the 
obvious failure to notify the businessmen 
and the employees of the affected area. This 
failure is totally unjusified in a matter of 
such vital significance to thousands of 
District citizens in the affec.ted area. 

We request that you make arrangements 
immediately to present this plan in the detail 
you gave it at the National Gallery, and that 
you do so at the Francis Junior High School 
in the affected area. This would be a very 
important place to present it, in view of the 
fact that the Francis Junior High School is 
one of the buildings which will be razed if 
the plan is adopted. 

We think there has been a conscious effort 
by the NCPC not to present the International 
Center plan to the total community, and that 
the presentation at the National Gallery was 
deliberately made in order not to present it 
to the businessmen and employees of the area 
north of Washington Circle who would be 
displaced if the plan is adopted. 

Since the NCPC has presented the plan to 
the Linooln Civic Association, and some of 
the other citizen groups in the area, we think 
it is high time that it presented the plan to 
the businessmen and employees of the area 
at a time they can a.ttend. We think this 
would best be done during an afternoon, from 
1 to 5 PM, and we request that the NCPC 
make such a presentation, and that maxi
mum notice be given to all of the employers, 
businessmen, property owners, and employees 
in the affected area at the earliest possible 
moment, but, in any event, within two weeks 
from today, and the plan preseillted to them 
before the end of May. 

We fully support the attached request from 
the Joint Committee of Citizen Associations, 
Businessmen, and Property Owners for the 
Best Location of the International Center, for 
a full presentation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN R. IMMER, 

President. 

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
AMERICAN LEGION-COMMEMO
RATIVE MEDALS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. PATMAN] is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. PATNAM. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have the high honor and privilege of in
troducing a bill to provide for the strik
ing of medals in commemoration of the 
50th anniversary of the founding of the 
American Legion, the world'·s largest 
veterans organization with over 2.5 mil
lion members in over 16,500 posts in the 
United States and some foreign countries. 

Mr. Speaker, soon we will observe 
Memorial Day in appropriate ceremonies 
throughout the Nation in memory of 
those who made the supreme sacrifice 
that we might forever have the blessings 
of liberty and freedom. Fifty years have 
gone by since the American Doughboy 
first set foot upon the shores of war
torn France, and 23 years have elapsed 
since the largest and most powerful in
vasion force ever assembled was required 
to return once again on D-day, June 
6, 1944, to combat the most ruthless 
aggressor the world had known until 
that time. Too soon thereafter, Fascism 
was replaced by the Communist enemy 
which led to fighting in Korea and now 
the present conflict in Vietnam. American 
youth fighting in Vietnam today are the 
grandsons of men who knew Chateau 
Thierry, and the sons of men who fought 
the forces of evil in virtually every corner 
of the world during World War II. 

We can all be grateful that there were 
men who, in March 1919, had the fore
sight and strength to establish and 
build a strong American Legion dedicated 
to the service of God and country. The 
American Legion continues to serve our 
country today, as it has during its en
tire 50 year history, in peace and in war. 
The American Legion is a frankly pa
triotic organization. It is also the con
science of America marking the path 
from our great • historic beginning 
through periods of conflict and danger, 
always looking toward the goal of a 
strong and free America. The Legion cer
tainly deserves the cooperation of the 
Congress in authorizing the issuance of 
commemorative medals. 

The preamble to the Constitution of 
the American Legion is as follows: 

PREAMBLE TO THE CONSTITUTION 

For God and Country, we associate our
selves together for the following purposes: 

To uphold and defend the Constitution of 
the United States of America; 

To maintain law and order; 
To foster and perpetuate a one hundred 

per~ent Americanism; 
To preserve the memories and incidents of 

our associations in the great wars; 
To inculcate a sense of individual obliga

tion to the community, state and nation; 
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To combat the autocracy of both the 

classes and the masses;· 
To make right the master of might; 
To promote peace and good-will on earth; 
To safeguard and transmit to posterity the 

principles of justice, freedom and democracy; 
To consecrate and sanctify our comrade

ship by our devotion to mutual helpfulness. 

A copy of the bill introduced today is 
as follows: 
A bill to provide for the striking of medals 

in commemoration of the fiftieth anni
versary of the founding of the American 
Legion 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That in 
commemoration of the fiftieth anniversary 
of the founding in 1919 of the American 
Legion, the Secretary of the Treasury is au
thorized and directed to strike and furnish 
to the American Legion not more than one 
million medals with suitable emblems, de
vicee, and inscriptions to be determined by 
the American Legion subject to the approval 
of the Secretary of the Treasury. The medals 
shall be made and delivered at such times 
as may be required by the American Legion 
in quantities of not less than two thousand, 
but no medals shall be made after Decem
ber 31, 1969. The medals shall be considered 
to be national medals within the meaning 
of section 3551 of the Revised Statutes. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
cause such medals to be struck and fur
nished at not less than the estimated cost 
of manufacture, including labor, materials, 
dies, use of machinery, and overhead ex
penses; and security satisfactory to the Di
rector of the Mint shall be furnished to in
demnify the United States for the full pay
ment o! such costs. 

SEC. 3. The medals authorized to be issued 
pursuant to this Act shall be of such size 
or sizes and of such various metals as shall 
be determined by the Secretary of the Treas
ury in consultation with the American 
Legion. 

WE SHOULD STATE PRECISELY OUR 
NATION'S CONTINUED SUPPORT 
OF ISRAEL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California [Mr. BELL] is recog
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, U Thant 
leaves tonight for Cairo; our prayers for 
success go with him, and I wish to say 
nothing today that would make his mis
sion more difficult. 

I do believe, however, that American 
political leaders should reaffirm in most 
precise language our Nation's continued 
support of Israel and our absolute deter
mination that she will prevail as a nation. 

Prime Minister Eshkol has suggested 
the mutual act of reducing troop con
centrations at the Gaza Strip by both 
Israel and the United Arab Republic. 

This would seem prudent. 
No human being is wise enough today 

accurately to appraise all of the factors 
which brought us to our present position 
in South Vietnam. 

But it might be fair to assert that a 
factor in the current problem was our 
own failure to make clear at an early 
time our sense of emotional commit
ment to South Vietnam's territorial in
tegrity. 

I would not like this error to be re
peated. 

I am hopeful that it will not be. 

But I feel that I do not wish again 
to bear the burden of silence when mo
mentous decisions are being made in the 
field of foreign policy. 

NORWEGIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. ZWACH] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
REcoRD and include extraneous InQtter. 

'I1he SPEAKER pro tempore;· Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, last 

Wednesday was the 153d anniversary of 
Norwegian Independence Day, May 17, 
1814. On that eventful day a constituent 
assembly-composed of 112 delegates 
representing the Government, farmers, 
and businessmen-convened and wrote 
the Norwegian Constitution. The meet
ing was at Eidsvoll, some 35 miles from 
the present capital of Oslo. 

On that day the Norwegians declared 
their independence from Sweden. They 
served notice that Norway would estab
lish its own Government-its own democ
racy, constituted in the shadow of Amer
ican independence. In drafting the Nor
wegian Fundamental Law, delegates to 
the assembly were influenced by British 
political traditions, ideas of the French 
Revolution, principles of the U.S. Dec
laration of Independence, and the pro
visions of other European constitutions. 

This Constitution has served and 
guided the people of Norway through 
decades of free, responsible government. 
It has inspired decades of l}rogress and 
growth. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of Norway 
have made an outstanding contribution 
to human understanding, the freedom 
of all peoples, individual dignity, and 
international peace. 

Indeed, these characteristics of the 
Norwegian people have had considerable 
influence on this Nation, and particu
larly on the upper midwest States of 
Minnesota, Montana, and the Dakotas. 
Thousands of the sturdy, determined, 
and courageous immigrants who came to 
this Nation over the past century helped 
to carve out our own Sixth Congressional 
District. 

These men and women broke through 
the American frontier to build settle
ments, pushing west the borders of the 
American Nation. In Minnesota they 
found a land very much like their home
land: tall pines, rugged terrain, spar
kling lakes and rivers, and a temperate 
climate. 

The lands that these people helped to 
tame are now feeding half the world, 
and producing vital iron, nickel, coal, 
and timber resources. 

Norway has also been a leader among 
nations in seeking world peace by work
ing through the United Nations. Trygve 
Lie, former Secretary General of the 
United Nations, worked tirelessly to 
make the U.N. an effective force for in
ternational peace. 

Mr. Speaker, Norway has good reason 
to look back upon her 153 years of inde
pendence with pride and satisfaction 

for her role in the development of na
tions. Her contribution to our people and 
society has been great indeed. 

WALTER REUTHER ON THE HUMAN 
INVESTMENT ACT 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Tilinois [Mr. RuMSFELD] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous maltter. 

'I1he SPEAKER pro tempore. Is ttihere 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, dur

ing the hearings of the Joint Economic 
Committee on the 1967 Economic Report 
of the President, which were held last 
February, Mr. Walter P. Reuther, presi
dent, International Union, UAW, ap
peared before the committee, and in re
sponse to my question asking for his 
opinion of the Human Investment Act 
he expressed interest in the proposal. I 
subsequently wrote to him on the sub
ject and supplied him with a substantial 
amount of material on this plan to grant 
a 10-percent Federal income tax credit 
toward the costs of training employees 
and prospective employees for available 
job openings demanding additional skills. 

Mr. Reuther's letter to me discussing 
the questions which the plan had raised 
in his mind and my response on the 
points which appear to be of major con
cern to him are inserted below: 

INTERNATIONAL UNION, UNITED 
AUTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE & AGRI
CULTURAL IMPLEMENT WORKERS 
·o:r AMERICA-UA W, 

Detroit, Mich., March 30,1967. 
Hon. DONALD RUMSFELD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN RUMSFELD: Thank you 
for your recent letter. and the material on the 
Human Investment Act enclosed with it. 

An examination of that material indicates 
that the essential purpose and effect of the 
Human Investment Act are entirely different 
from those of the British Industrial Train
ing Act of 1964 and from that of the UAW 
proposal made to the President's Auto
mation Commission with regard to use of the 
investment tax credit to protect workers 
against the impact of technological change. 
The fact that all three measures depend on 
the use of the tax system seems to me 
irrelevant. 

The real question is whether the Human 
Investment Act is designed to train workers 
who most need training, and to train them 
in ways which wm benefit both them and the 
economy as a whole. 

I do not believe the Human Investment 
Act meets this test. It seems to me it would 
provide a tax credit for employers for doing 
what most of them are already doing with
out it: providing training to the most likely 
workers in order to obtain specific, limited 
skills which the employer currently finds in 
short supply. 

The Human Investment Act serves pri
marily the interests of employers, not the 
needs of workers. Except for apprentice 
training, there would appear to be no stand
ards for judging the quality and scope of em
ployer training programs. Each employer 
would be in full charge o! his own p·rogram, 
and would be free to select the cream of the 
crop of potential training candida tea
those already best prepared-while rejecting 
those who stand most in need of training. 

In the absence of ~overnment standards, 
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the individual employer will normally be ex
clusively interested in limited training for 
specific skills immediately needed in his own 
operations, and will have no inclination or 
incentive to invest in the kinds of broad and 
general training which would enable work
ers to adapt themselves readily to the chang
ing job and skill requirements of the econ
omy. The Human Investment Act does noth
ing to encourage the latter course. 

The Act is clearly viewed by its sponsors 
as an eventual substitute for present gov
ernment training programs which do attempt 
to a degree to meet the job-training needs of 
the more disadvantaged workers. One sponsor 
told the House that if the Act became law 
the federal government could greatly reduce 
what he called "its questionable etrorts in 
the area of actual job training". The intent 
is not only to pay employers out of federal 
revenues to do what they are already doing, 
but also to set the stage for a dismantling 
of federal training programs which are now 
doing what the Human Investment Act will 
not do and what most private employers are 
not particularly interested in doing: train
ing the most disadvantaged of the unem
ployed or working poor. It is true that the 
bill's sponsors claim that the Act will help 
the disadvantaged, the theory being that 
jobs will be opened at the bottom of the em
ployment "ladder" as workers already on the 
ladder train for and move up to higher-skilled 
employment. The theory is excellent, but in 
practice there is nothing in the Act to assure 
such a happy outcome-and nothing to help 
the disadvantaged while they wait, patiently 
and indefinitely, for "something to turn -up". 
Such a conception has nothing to do with a 
sound and compassionate manpower policy. 
What might well turn up, given the rapid 
pace of advances in technology and produc
tivity, is that the jobs that were supposed 
to open up at the bottom of the ladder would 
instead be automated out of existence. 

The effect of the Human Investment Act 
would be to reduce, rather than augment, 
what is now a far from adequate federal 
training effort. Its effect would be particu
larly iniquitous if, as was suggested by one 
of its sponsors in the House, it were to re
place efforts under the Job Corps, Neighbor
hood Youth Centers, and the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity, which are wholly di
rected at the disadvantaged. The American 
training effort should be greatly expanded, 
not reduced. Sweden has been training or re
training one percent of its adult labor force 
every year, and is expanding its program to 
accommodate two percent. Our adult train
ing program under the MDTA-both insti
tutional and on-the-job-had only 273,000 
trainees in fiscal 1966 and will have only an 
estimated 250,000 in 1967, out of a work force 
of over 75 mill1on. 

Some of the sponsors in their remarks on 
the Act alluded to the need to enlist cooper
ation from labor if the Act were to be suc
cessfully administered. This is a truism; yet 
the Act, as drafted, provides no role for 
labor (except insofar as labor is already in
volved. in apprentice training) in the devel
opment and administration of training pro
grams. In contrast, labor and employers are 
equally represented on the industrial train
ing boards that administer the British 
program. 

These fundamental flaws in the Human 
Investment Act reflect a failure to under
stand the requirements of a modern man
power policy. There can be no question of 
either private employers or government hav
ing training responsibilities. Both have such 
responsibilities. Nor are the virtues and ad
vantages of private-on-the-job training at 
issue. Employers, as we have indicated, see 
these virtues and advantages immediately 
when there is a skill shortage, so there is 
no point in giving them a prize out of the 
public purse for doing what comes naturally. 

The point missed by the Act 1s that we 

live and work-or search !or work-in a na
tional economy and a national labor market, 
in which no one employer or group of em
ployers can command an overview of the 
rapidly shifting job and skill requirements. 
Even the federal government at present 
lacks the full means to see this economy 
and market whole and to react quickly and 
effectively to its rapidly changing needs and 
possib111ties. Yet the federal government is 
better equipped. to do it than the private 
sector, and therefore cannot abdicate to 
private employers the responsibilities of ad
ministering national manpower programs, of 
which training programs form an integral 
part. On-the-job training is obviously im
portant; its importance is increasingly rec
ognized in MDTA programs. Yet government 
must set standards -to assure 1thait on-the-job 
training serves rather than works at cross
purposes to the general needs of the labor 
market. The government has a responsib111ty, 
as well, for creating employment opportu
nities for those who are most at a disadvan
tage in the labor market. And it has an In
terest in assuring that all workers receive 
not only training in specific job-related skills 
but also the more basic, general training 
that will make them resourceful and adapt
able in a rapidly evolving economy. 

A bill drafted to meet the needs of workers 
would have to take such matters into ac
count. Like the British program, instead of 
paying employers to do what employers do 
naturally when the shoe pinches, a sound 
bill would penalize employers who fail to do 
what is in the public interest because at the 
moment they are not feeling the pinch. 

I hope this letter makes clear the U A W's 
position With respect to the Human Invest
ment Act. And inasmuch as Senator Prouty 
used my name in the ·Congressional Record 
(Feb. 2, 1967) in reference to the Human 
Investment Act in a way that may suggest 
to some that the provisions of the Act accord 
in some way With my thinking, I would 
appreciate your inserting this clarifying let
ter in the Record. I am sending a copy of 
it to secretary of Labor Wirtz for his 
information. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER. p. REUTHER, 

President. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 17, 1967. 

Mr. WALTER. P. REuTHER, 
President, International Union. UAW, 
Detroit, Mich. 

DEAR MR. REuTHER: I have received your 
letter on the Human Investment Act and 
appreciate the comprehensive discussion of 
the questions which the proposal has raised 
in your mind. In return, I would like to com
ment on the points which appear to be of 
major concern to you; as follows: 

1. The Act would. not result in training 
for those who need it most. It is true that the 
legislation is not designed specifically and 
exclusively for the hard-core unemployed 
worker, and for good reason. It does little 
good to train the least sk1lled workers for 
higher-sklll jobs unless those jobs are open. 
By encouraging the training of workers all 
along the line, there is a continual process 
of upgrading the labor force in a sound 
and practical way. 

The alternative is to train unskilled per
sons for nonexistent vacancies, making un
employed janitors into unemployed weld
ers; or to leapfrog the hard-core unemployed 
over those already working, who ln fairness 
deserve the first opportunity to acquire the 
sk1lls needed to move up to a better job. 

You admit this "skill ladder" theory is 
excellent, but claim there is nothing in prac
tice to assure such a happy outcome. How
ever, to my knowledge. you do not propose 
any solution to this purported uncertainty 
which many would suggest is more fictitious 
than real. 

Obviously, much remains to be done to 
equip today's hard-core unemployed to be 
productive members of society. Also, the 
basic responsib111ty for meeting their em
ployab111ty needs lies with the public and 
private educational system. But once edu
cated to the point of being able to profit 
from job training, the hardcore unemployed 
Will have to begin at the bottom of the 
skill ladder and work their way up-as 
others did before them-a process the 
Human Investment Act would seek to ac
celerate. 

2. The Act would assist the employers in 
providing "quickie" training, which would 
do little to equip the worker with the skills 
needed by a changing economy. One of the 
major virtues of the Human Investment 
Act approach is that it would encourage 
training of workers for jobs that are open 
and for which the economy has an immedi
ate need.. It is hard to see how workers would 
prefer to be trained according to some theo
retical plan unless there is some assurance 
that the additional skills would have an im
mediate market value. 

The important point to the worker-trainee 
is not whether he qualifies for a hypothetical 
diploma, but whether he qualifies for a job 
With higher pay, more security, and en
hanced responsib111ty. 

The important point to the employer
trainer is not whether he is serving the econ
omy in general, but whether his investment 
m a trainee will produce a qualified man for 
a job that needs filling. 

In the last analysis, the fact that the em: 
player is paying for much of the training 
costs, even alloWing for the Human Invest
ment credit, entitles him to train workers 
to fill jobs that need workers. It is suggested 
that training workers in any other way raises 
serious questions of economics as well as 
good sense. 

3. Individual employers cannot be ex
pected to know what the economy's skill 
needs are or are likely to be. This contention 
raises the question of who knows best what 
sk1lls are needed in the economy, private 
employers or government officials. 

The philosophy of the Act is that those 
who know best are those who sign the checks 
and take the risk of profit and loss. The 
sponsors of the Act are satisfied that this 
choice meets the test of experience and 
common sense. 

4. The Act provides no role for labor in the 
development and administration of training 
programs (other than apprenticeship pro
grams). Actually, the Act provides for a tax 
credit to a taxpayer who has contributed to 
an organized job training program con
ducted by a "joint labor-management ap
prenticeship committee, or any other similar 
nonprofit association, group, trust fund, 
foundation, or institution." (Paragraph 52 
(a) (8)). This language was recommended by 
certain union representatives and is ex
pressly designed to cover training jointly or 
wholly _ developed and administered. by a 
union when paid for in whole or part by a 
taxpayer. 

While under paragraphs 2-7 of section 
52(a) there is no requirement of union par
ticipation in the development and admin
istration of training programs, there is no 
language precluding it. Certainly it would 
seem to make good sense for an employer to 
consult with labor representatives in the 
course of designing and administering train
ing programs, but it was not felt Wise, 1n 
view of the essential management responsi
bility for paying the costs of training and 
in view of widely varying local conditions 
across the Nation, to require the participation 
or approval of labor organizations for every 
kind of training covered by the Act. Presum
ably such participation, in a unionized plant, 
could be a subject for discussion in the 
course of negotiating a union contract. 

Paragraph 52(a) (1). dealing with regis-
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tered apprenticeship programs, would of 
course directly involve union participation 
and approval, as in these programs the union 
must agree with the training standards and 
qualifications. One advantage of the Act, it is 
felt, is that it would strongly encourage the 
upgrading of presently low-quality training 
into registered apprenticeship programs, com
plying with nationally prescribed quality 
standards. 

5. The Human Investment Act is essential
ly different tram the proposals of the Na
tU:mal Cammisston on Toohnology, Autama
tion and Econamic Progress and the Britis1l
IndustriaZ Training Act. You point out that 
although there is an obvious similarity 
among these measures, inasmuch as each in
volves the use of the tax system to promote 
job training and retraining, the purpose and 
effect of the Act make it entirely different. 

The proposal advanced for consideration by 
the National Commission suggested that part 
of the 7% investment tax credit for equip
ment and machinery be diverted into a 
special fund. This fund would then finance 
the retraining of workers displaced by auto
mation, and provide them with supplemental 
unemployment benefits, relocation payments, 
and other aid. 

The Human Investment Act, particularly 
paragraph 52 (a) ( 8) , would differ from this 
proposal only in these ways: 

1. It would divert into a joint fund not 
t>art of the 7% investment tax credit, but a 
separate 10% tax credit. 

2. It would permit a credit only for orga
nized job training conducted by such a fund, 
and not for relocation, supplemental benefits, 
etc. 

3. It would be far broader in scope than 
the Commission proposal with respect to 
training conducted unilaterally by taxpayers 
not participating in such a fund. 

The British Industrial Training Act of 1964 
permits industry-wide labor-management
public boards to assess the training needs of 
the industry and to Levy a payroll tax on em
ployers. Firms conducting training programs 
certified by the board as meeting the indus
try's needs are reimbursed from these pro
ceeds. Thus, a.s you point out, the firms-that 
train are paid for their efforts and those that 
do not are penalized by having to pay for 
training conducted by others. 

Adaptation of the BITA to the United 
States would pose severe constitutional prob
lems, inasmuch as entities other than Con
gress would have the power to levy taxes. In 
addition, there is wide agreement that little 
additional burden may be imposed on the 
payroll, In view of the recent increases in 
social security and medicare payroll taxes. 
Thus, while an interesting example of the use 
of the tax system to encourage job training, 
the BITA would seem to be inapplicable to 
the United States. 

6. The purpose of the Act is to reduce or 
dismantle existing Federal 1ob-training pro
grams for the disadvantaged. First, it should 
be pointed out that among the 140 Repre
sentatives and 29 Senators sponsoring this 
legislation, there is bound to be a wide di
vergence of viewpoint on the value of exist
ing Federal programs. Some Human Invest
ment sponsors can be found who believe that 
the Act should entirely replace Federal pro
grams; others, including both of the Act's 
principal sponsors, have consistently sup
ported sound Federal training programs. 

As drafted by Senator Winston Prouty and 
Representative Thomas B. Curtis, the Hu
man Investment Act is complementary with 
such Federal programs as the Vocational Ed
ucation Act of 1963 (which Senator Prouty, 
as ranking Republican member of the Sen
ate Education Subcommittee, strongly sup
ported) and the Manpower Development and 
Training Act of 1961 (which Representative 
Curtis was instrumental in drafting.) The 
provisions of sec. 52(a) (2) allow a tax credit 

toward the wages of employees participating 
in an On-the-Job Training program under 
MDTA, which clearly indicates that the Hu
man Investment Act is intended to supple
ment and not replace that program. Para
graph 52(a) (3), relating to the wages of 
trainees participating in cooperative educa
tion programs, explicitly refers to the Voca
tional Education Act and is likewise intended 
to supplement its provisions. 

Whether the Job Corps and the Neighbor
hood Youth Corps and many of the OEO pro
grams are in fact "training programs" is open 
to question. Many training experts feel that 
whatever their general educational and so
cial value, these programs do not produce 
trained workers measuring up to any stand
ard acceptable to either management or 
union training specialis,ts. Many sponsors of 
the Act thus raise the question as to whether 
these programs should not be justified on 
some basis other than their job training 
value, and if such justification cannot be 
adequately made, whether funds currently 
devoted to them might not be more profitably 
spent on on-the-job training by employers 
who offer gainful employment to the 
trainees. 

It is recognized by the sponsors of the Act 
that the Act by itself cannot meet the needs 
of those prospective workers who lack sum
cient educational background and work hab
its for taking advantage of regular job train
ing. other programs, both public and private, 
at the national, State and local levels, must 
be designed to help these people find a pro
ductive place in the economy. But at the 
same time, the sponsors argue that the tax
payer deserves an aS:Surance that the tax 
dollar spent in training actually leads to 
effective training and thence to actual em
ployment, through which the taxpayer's in
vestment may eventually be repaid through 
additional taxes paid and reduced unemploy
ment and welfare costs. 

In conclusion, several points come to mind 
on which I would appreciate having your 
comments: 

A. To what extent is organized labor sup
porting or sponsoring programs to train the 
disadvantaged and unemployed to acquire 
the job skills with which to compete with 
present union members in the job market? 

B. Is the UAW more concerned with ex
panding the opportunities for training, and 
thus better jobs and higher economic re
wards, for present UA W members who have 
jobs, or for persons who are not UAW mem
bers and do not have jobs? 

C. Why is it that the UAW feels that the 
Federal Government best knows the labor 
sk111 needs of the economy but resists the 
proposition that the Federal Government 
best knows the needs of the economy when 
serious strikes curtail production and trans
portation and thus endanger the national 
welfare? 

D. Does common ground remain for a lim
ited proposal for a tax credit for taxpayers 
who pay the wages of apprentices in regis
tered programs and who contribute to a 
training or retraining fund jointly admin
istered by representatives of management and 
labor? 

As you have requested, I wlll insert your 
letter, and also my response, in the Congres
sional Record next week and will send you a 
copy of the issue. I will also forward a copy 
of my letter to you to secretary of Labor 
Wirtz. 

I appreciate your taking the time to set 
forth your views, and look forward to a 
meeting of the minds on the important ques
tion of how best to meet the problem of the 
hard-core unemployed and of increasing the 
skills of the labor forces who play so great a 
part in the progress and development o! our 
Nation. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD RUMSFELD, 

Representative in Congress. 

THE DUBIOUS NEED FOR A DRAFT 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from illinois [Mr. RUMSFELD] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is rthere 
objection to the request of ,the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, in my 

testimony before the Armed Services 
Committees of both the House and the 
Senate, I indicated my deep concern that 
the alternatives to the draft had not been 
sufilciently explored by the several Presi
dential commissions and other manpower 
study groups. 

The Marshall Commission, for ex
ample, dismissed the possibility of moving 
to volunteerism in two pages of loose 
argument, backed by two graphs. A re
port to the House Committee on Armed 
Services, prepared by a civilian advisory 
panel headed by Gen. Mark Clark, dis
posed of a volunteer army in one para
graph, without even one graph. 

An extensive manpower study by the 
Department of Defense, requested by 
the President in response to growing 
criticism of the draft, was withheld upon 
its completion, then revised in light of 
the escalation in Vietnam, and finally 
reported to the Congress in 1966 by As
sistant Secretary of Defense Thomas D. 
Morris in brlef summary form only. The 
study and working papers on which. the 
conclusions were based have never been 
made public. 

Dr. Walter Y. Oi, a manpower expert 
who was with the Department of Defense 
in the early stages of the manpower 
study and is now professor of economics 
at the University of Washington, has 
conducted a comprehensive study of the 
costs of an all-volunteer force. I inserted 
in the REcoRD of March 9 a paper pre
sented by Dr. Oi at the University of Chi
cago conference on the draft in December 
1966. In this paper, a careful documenta
tion of the costs of an all-volunteer force 
by Dr. 01 reveals that an estimated $4 
billion per year military pay incre~e 
would sustain a force of 2.7 million with
out conscription. 

In testimony before the Joint Eco
nomic Committee in April of this year, 
Dr. Oi outlined his approach for ending 
conscription. As this House is scheduled 
to consider late this week the extension 
of selective service for another 4 years, 
I commend to my colleagues Dr. Oi's 
thorough investigation. 

I insert for the RECORD, "The Dubious 
Need for a Draft," by Dr. Walter Y. Oi: 

THE DUBIOUS NEED FOR A DRAFT 

(By Walter Y. 01, University of Washington) 

The Selective Service System through com
pulsion and coercion has supplied the Armed 
Services with personnel for over twenty-five 
years. In times of war when nearly all qual
ified men must serve, Amer10ans willingly 
accepted the compulsion of a draft as a prac
tical short-run means of obtaining enough 
men to insure the defense of the nation. 
However, as the draft became more selective 
(due to smaller demands by the Armed 
Forces), the inequities o! involuntary mili
tary service became apparent. The Marshall 
and Clark Commissions wert> both estab-
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lished in the last ten month& to study these 
inequities and to recommend possible 
changes in the draft law. The reports of both 
Commissions conclude that a m111tary draft 
is needed. In previous papers (some of which 
have been reproduced in the Congressional 
Record} ,1 I have argued that the economic 
cost of a draft is substantial, and the in
equities are largely borne by men in the 
lower-middle classes of the socioeconomic 
strata. Moreover, my studies of the military 
manpower problem lead me to the conclusion 
that conscription is unnecessary. In the light 
of the postwar population growth, military 
manpower needs can be fulfilled on a volun
tary basis. 

The first issue is to identify and estimate 
the real economic cost of the draft. I! a draft 
is continued into the decade ahead, a minor
ity of youths will be forced into involuntary 
military service. The hidden tax which is 
placed on them is conservatively estimated to 
,be three times greater than the Fed·er.a.1 in
come tax burden placed on all citizens. The 
inequity of this hidden tax could be miti
gated by enacting pay legislation to raise the 
entry-level pay of enlisted men. 

In Part IV, attention is directed to the 
feasibility of meeting our military manpower 
needs without the compulsion of a draft. 
Pay, living conditions, and fringe benefits 
would all have to be enhanced to attract 
enough recruits to sustain prescribed mili
tary manpower objectives. I estimate that 
the cost of staffing an active duty force of 
2.7 million men is around $4 b1llion a year. 

The lower personnel turnover of an all
volunteer force has· two salutary effects. One 
is that fewer men are in a "training" status; 
consequently, the same effective strength 
(of men not in training) can be achieved 
with a smaller overall strength. The other 
benefit is that fewer initial recruits are 
demanded to maintain a given strength. 
Under a draft, with its high personnel turn
over (only 7 per cent of draftees reenlist}, 
it is estimated that 27.0 per cent of all males 
must be demanded by the Armed Forces. 
However, a voluntary force with greater per
sonnel retention will demand only 19.3 per 
cent of all youths. In Part V, we briefly ex
amine how adoption of the lottery system of 
induction is likely to influence the involun
tary participation rate of youths in active 
military service. Finally, Part VI presents 
some recommendations for a m111tary man
power procurement bill. 
I. DEMAND, SUPPLY, AND A SIMPLE MODEL OJ' 

THE :MARKET FOB · MILITARY PERSONNEL 

The manpower needs of the Departmentt of 
Defense (DOD) are described by force 
strength objectives--the number of men in 
the active duty forces or 'the stock demand 
for labor. A more meaningful concept of de
mand is, however, provided by the gross fiow 
demand for new accessions At to replace 
losses during the year Lt and to achieve 
prescribed chang,es in force strength 
(Ft -Ft-t) .2 

1 The papers which I have written include 
(a) "The Costs and Implications of an All
Volunteer Force" (Congressional Record of 
March 9, 1967, pp. 6087-6098); tMs paper was 
read before the Draft Conference at the Uni
versity of Chicago, Dec. 6, 1966, and is to be 
published by the University of Chicago Press 
(May 1967); (b) "The Economic Cost of the 
Draft," Papers and Proceedings of the Amer
ican Economic Association (forthcoming, 
May 1967); this paper was presented to the 
meetings of the American Economic Associa
tion on Dec. 27, 1966, San Francisco, Cali
fornia; and (c) "The Hidden Tax of the 
Draft," a comment on an article by Con
gressman Thomas B. C'Ur.tl.s; my comment ap
pears in the da.tly edition of the Congressional 
Record of March 13, 1967, pp. Al236-7. 

2 Losses from the active duty strength arise 
because of failure to reenlist upon termina-

(1.1) At=Lt+ (Ft-Ft-1). 
The 1-oss·es Lt are determined by personnel 

turnover and the size of the force Ft-1. 
Changes in strength objectives (Ft-Ft-1) 
also account for variations in the gross fiow 
demand. The demand At is tacitly assumed to 
be completely inelastic; that is, the price or 
cost of military service has no effect on the 
number of men demanded. 

Military service can surely be regarded 
as one of the occupational pursuits available 
to qualified youths. The motives which 
prompt individuals to ente·r particular occu
pations are varied, but an important factor 
is the pay of an occupation in relation to 
the pay in competing jobs.a The supply of 
new recruits would surely be larger, the 
higher the level of firsrt term military pay M. 
Other thm.gs equal, the relation between 
the supply of recruits and first term pay M 
can be described by a supply curve S as in 
Fig. 1. The demand for new accessions in year 
0 is indicated by the vertical line at Ao. At 
the current low level of first term pay Mo 
(estimated to be around $2,500 for the first 
3.5 years of service), the supply of regular 
enlistments B falls short o! requirements Ao. 
The gap BAo is filled by inducting that num
ber of draftees. A higher demand meaning a 
rightward shift o! Ao would thus entail a 
larger gap to be supplied With involuntary 
inductions. 

The supply curve of ~ecruits S depends on 
four factors: (1) the population base of 
qualified youths, (2) alternative civilian pay 
C, (3) the unemployment rate U, and (4) 
draft pressure. As the population base of 
qualified youths grows, the entire supply 
curve is shifted to the right.' Such a shift 
moves the point B to the right thereby re
ducing the deficit BAo. 

The financial attractiveness of military 
service vis-a-vis civliian employment is 

tion of obligated tours; discharges for medi
caljunsuitabllity reasons; retirement; and 
death. Voluntary separations at the end of 
the first term of service account for the larg
est part of these losses. 

8 In the Hearings before the House Armed 
Services Committee in June 1966 (hereafter 
referred to as House Hearings), the Depart
ment of Defense presented data from a sur
vey of civilian males in the draftable ages. 
According to the DOD survey (confer House 
Hearings, p. 10047), only 8.6 per c.ent of the 
surveyed youths indicated that pay was "the 
most important factor" in choosing a career. 
The research staff of DOD seems to place con
siderable weight on these responses when 
they conclude that pay hikes would not elicit 
sufficient flows of new recruits. I most heart
ily disagree with the DOD staff. Survey ques
tionnaires on monetary matters are highly 
unreliable because people are embarrassed to 
admit to acquisitive traits. Most teachers 
would, in all probab111ty, insist that "higher" 
motives rather than pay attracted them Into 
the teaching profession. Interestingly 
enough, when the pay of elementary and 
secondary teachers was sharply advanced in 
the early 1950's, the supply of new teachers 
rose dramatically. As I shall argue later, avail· 
able evidence suggests that the supply of re
cruits is responsive to pay changes. DOD is, 
however, reluctant even to give higher entry
level pay a try. 

' Over the last fifteen years, the Armed 
Forces have varied the mental fitness stand
ards requisite to qualify for m111tary service. 
When supplies of enlistment applicants were 
large in relation to demands (meaning that 
draft calls were small), mental standards 
were raised to ration the availble billets to 
the more highly qualified males. An upgrad
ing of mental standards operates to reduce 
the supply by denying enlistment to men 
with low mental-test scores. I shall, in this 
paper, assume that the Armed Services will 
maintain constant qualification standards in 
the years ahead. 

measured by the relative pay of . the two, 
namely M/C. A rise in civilian wages tends, 
therefore, to shift the supply curve to the 
left. The availability of jobs as well as the 
civiUan pay C which is received if a Job were 
available, is an equally important factor. 
The unemployment rate U provides a meas
ure of job availability. According to DOD 
projections, if civilian unemployment rates 
were to fall from 5.5 to 4.0 per cent, volun
tary enlistments. are expected to fall by 16 
per cent. 

Finally, the coercive threat of a draft af
fects the supply curve in two ways. Spokes
men for the Selective Service System have 
testified before Congress that the uncertain
ty created by a draft liabllity accounts for 
substantial numbers of volunteers. College 
graduates volunteer for officers' commissions 
because they might be drafted into the Army 
enlisted ranks. Other youths enlist as regu
lar enlisted men in order to avoid the un
certainty of possibly being drafted. The ex
tent to which the draft motivated men to 
volunteer was gauged from a survey admin
istered in the fall of 1964 to men on their 
first tour of duty. The following percentages 
responded that they "definitely" or "prob
ably" would not have volunteered if there 
had been no draft obligation: · 
First-term regular enlisted men _______ 38. 0 
First-term officers ____________________ 41. 3 
Enlistments to Reserves ______________ 70. 7 

If the draft were abolished, it is probable 
that the Armed Services would lose the 
draft-motivated enlistments. Put in another 
way, the supply curve of new recruits to en
listed ranks in Fig. 1 would fall from S to 
S'-a 38 per cent reduction. 

There is a second way in which the pres
sure of a draft affects the short-run supply 
of recruits. The time series data show that 
high draft calls are associated with larger 
fiows of voluntary enl1stments.6 When the 
likelihood of induction climbs as it does in 
times of strength build-ups to meet brush
fire wars or international tensions, many 
youths elect to discharge their draft obliga
tions by enlisting in a Service or component 
of their choice. Indeed, these rightward 
draft-induced shifts in supply are largest for 
the non-combat Services, the Air Force and 
Navy. 

According to Fig. 1, m111tary manpower re
quirements Ao could be supplied with true 
volunteers (the curve S') if first-term pay 
were raised to M 2• The necessary pay increasE" 
(M2-M0 ) will, of course be smaller, thE" 
smaller is the demand for new recruits. The 
demand for new accessions in an all-volun
teer force is analyzed in Part V where I es
timate the necessary pay increase. 
II. THE INCIDENCE OF INVOLUNTARY MILITARY 

SERVICE 

The draft and its attendant military serv
ice obligation have affected. the lives of near
ly all Americans. Some men have been in
voluntarily inducted into the Army while 
still others reluctantly volunteer !or service 
in enlisted and officer ranks of the active
duty forces as well as for positions in Re
serve and Guard units. This is not to deny 
that there are many men who of their own 
volition choose military service over civilian 
employment. ·However, through coercion and 
compulsion, the draft law has exacted two 
or more years of involuntary military serv
ice from the draftees and reluctant volun-

5 An analysis of the time series data can 
be found in an unpublished paper by An
thony Fisher, Institute for Defense Analysis, 
Arlington, Virginia. Fisher's study shows that 
voluntary enlistments in mental groups I to 

· III are positively related to draft calls, un
employment rate, and relative military /ci
vilian pay. He obtains a higher elasticity o! 
supply with respect to pay than we do with 
the cross-sectional data. 
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teers. The incidence of involuntary military 
service has not been uniform, nor is it likely 
to be so under virtually any draft scheme 
short of all-out universal military service. 
The question posed in this section is, "Who 
will be chosen for involuntary service in the 
years ahead when only a small fraction of 
all youths will be demanded by the Armed 
Forces?" 

If the present Selective Service System is 
extended for four years I have estilna;ted the 
probable age and educational distribution of 
reluctant service participants.6 To avoid du
plication, I shall not describe the methods 
used to arrive at the distribution shown in 
Table 1. The current deferment policies, 
which the Marshall Commission has shown to 
be so blatantly unfair and arbitrary, favor 
men with college education. The high school 
graduates who are bright enough to qualify 
for military service are the ones who bear 
the brunt of involuntary military service. 
They are less informed about the ways in 
which to beat the draft and reluctantly vol
unteer before they are drafted. 

The Marshall Commission recommended 
the adoption of a lottery system for selecting 
draftees. The lottery will produce yet a dif
ferent composition of involuntary military 
service. My preliminary analysis of the Mar
shall lottery reported in Part Vindicates that 
the number of reluctant volunteers will de
cline. However, the increase in draft calls 
will more than offset the fall in reluctant 
volunteers, so that the total of reluctant serv
ice participants (draftees plus reluctant vol
unteers) will rise quite substantially. The 
difference in voluntary service participation 
across educational groups is likely to be 
smaller.7 The Marshall Commission's lottery 
entails a higher overall involuntary partici
pation rate because the loss of one regular 
enlistment (who serves an initial tour of 3.5 
years) necessitates drafting at least two more 
men. 

III. THE HIDDEN TAX OF THE DRAFT 

In his statement before the House Armed 
Services Committee, Assistant Secretary of 
Defense T. D. Morris stated that the addi
tional budgetary cost of an all-volunteer 
force of 2.7 million men would be between· 
4 to 17 billion dollars per year. This is just 
another way of saying that the present low 
level of military pay (Mo=$2,500 per year in 
Fig. 1) is too low to attract enough men on a 
voluntary basis. The implication of Morris's 
statement is that we as a nation cannot 
afford the additional cost of a voluntary force 
and must instead rely on conscription to 
meet our military manpower requirements. 

At sufficiently high levels of military pay, 
a majority of youths could be induced to be
come true volunteers for active military serv
ice. There is, in principle, some minimum 
supply price for each individual M' at which 
he would be willing to volunteer for the 
Armed Services even without the threat of a 

o See my paper in the Congressional Record 
of March 9, 1967, pp. 6087-6098. The figures 
appearing in Table 1 assume an active-duty 
strength of 2.65 million men and an unem
ployment rate of 5.5 percent. I! the average 
unemployment rate in 1970-75 should fall 
to 4.0 percent, draft calls are projected to 
climb from 55.3 to 101.7 thousand men per 
year. 

1 The percentage of involuntary service 
participants in relation to the base of quali
fied males indicates the incidence of invol
untary service. Under a continued Selective 
Service System draft, these percentages will 
be: 

Percent 
Less than high school graduate ___ 36.4 
High school graduate _____________ 54. 2 
Some college no degree ____________ 28. 6 
College graduate------------------ 18. 9 

Total-------------------------- 38.5 
CXIII-846-Part 10 

draft. The supply price M' would clearly be 
higher the greater is the individual's aver
sion for the discipline and related conditions 
of military service life. Moreover, the higher 
is the alternative civilian pay C which he 
could command, the higher will be his mini
mum supply price M'. The supply curve of 
Fig. 1 is a convenient way of summarizing 
the schedule of supply prices. 

To fix ideas, attention is directed to projec
tions of future manpower demands and sup
plies. According to DOD projections, if the 
present draft is extended into years ahead, 
1970-75, the annual dema.nd for new acces
sions to enlisted ranks will be 472 thousand 
men (assuming a force strength of 2.7 million 
men and an unemployment rate of 5.5 per 
cent.) Given the threat of being drafted and 
the growth in the population base, it is esti
mated that B = 416.7 thousand men will 
volunteer as regular enlistments. However, 
CB = 153.7 thousand regular enlistments can 
properly be regarded as draft-motivated en
listments who would not have enlisted in the 
absence of a draft. In a sense, these men were 
coerced to enlist at the low level of military 
pay Mo. If we assume that these reluctant 
volunteers had the lowest supply prices in 
the absence of a draft (i.e. they were next 
in line above the point F in Fig. 1) , the cost 
of involuntary military service for these men 
is given by the triangle FEG. To amplify, 
Mr. X might have been willing to volunteer 
even without a draft liability if first term 
pay were M' = $3,000. However, with a draft 
liability, he is coerced to enlist at a pay of 
$2,500 lest he be drafted. The differential of 
$500 = $3,000- $2,500 is the cost to X of 
involuntary miUtary service. If these costs 
are ·summed for all reluctant volunteers, 
a lower bound estilnate is given by the area 
FEG in Fig. 1. Using a liberal estimat.e of the 
supply elasticity, the area FEG is seen from 
Table 3 to be $141 million. This cost is surely 
an implicit or hidden tax that is levied 
against those reluctant volunteers who were 
coerced to serve by a draft liability. 

The implicit cost of involuntary serv!ce by 
draftees is harder to assess. The Seloc.tive 
Service System qoes not overtly try to draft 
men with the lowest supply prices. Hen,-;e 
some individuals with high al.ternative civil·· 
ian incomes C or with a great aversion for 
service life pay a substantial implicit cost 
when they are inducted. A lower bound esti
mate of this ·implicit cost can, however, be 
obtained by assuming that draftees had the 
lowest supply prices above the point G in 
Fig. 1. The annual implicit cost borne by 
draftees is thus given by the quadrangle 
GEDH or 17<5 million dollars. 

The pay raises legislated by Congress over 
the last fifteen years have mainly applied to 
the career force. Entry level pay for the first 
two years of service was kept low because the 
draft could guarantee an adequate supply of 
new accessions. As a result, the military pay 
profile as a function of years of service ex
hibits a sharp discontinuity; confer Table 2.8 

Annual military income rises by 39.6 per cent 
between the second and third years as com
pared to an average annual percentage in
crease of only 4.7 per cent between the fifth 
to eighth years. The inordinately low levels 
of first term pay magnify the size of the 
hidden tax that is paid by reluctant service 
participants. 

The hidden cost of involuntary military 
service can thus be measured by the differ
ence between M', the rsttipply price alt. which 
the individual could 'be induced to become a 
true volunteer, and M0, the current level of 
first term pay. If these hidden costs or taxes 

8 The annual mili·tary incomes of Table 2 
include the following pay items: (1) base 
pay; (2) quarters and subsistence allowances 
if received in money, or their imputed value 
if provided in kind, and (3) an implicit tax 
advantage due to the fact that some pay 
items are regarded as non-taxable income. 

are summed, we obtain the annual implicit 
costs of $141 million for reluctant volunteers 
and $175 million for draftees. The reluctant 
service participants from an age class (a 
cohort born in a specific year) · are oblige~ 
by the draft obligation to serve from two to 
four years. The aggregate implicit costs 
shown in the third panel of Table 3 are ob
tained by multiplying the annual costs by 
the average length of involuntary service.9 

The aggregate hidden tax of $826 million as_ 
sumes that each reluctant service partici
pant would be compensated in a discrimina
tory fashion, thereby neglecting the rents 
that would otherwise have been earned by 
the true volunteers. Thus, if the hidden cost 
of involuntary service were $1,000 for a par
ticular reluctant volunteer, this $1,000 would 
not be paid to true volunteers as it would be 
if labor were procured in a competitive labor 
market. Hence, failure to compensate the 
reluctant volunteers entails a foregone in
come loss for the true volunteers who enlist 
at the low first term pay of $2,500 per year. 

The magnitude of the hidden tax that is 
levied against each reluctant volunteer and 
draftee is shown in the last two panels of 
Table 3. The financial inequity of the draft 
is truly shameful when these hidden taxes 
are compared to the burden of the Federal 
individual income tax. Table 4 presents the 
data on income tax receipts by the Internal 
Revenue Service in relation to four popula
tions. The burden of the Federal income tax 
was only $646 per year for each adult over 
18 years of age, while the hidden tax that 
was implicitly paid by each draftee was 
$3,169 per year. The draftee is thus com
pelled to pay a hidden tax that is 4.9 times 
as large as the tax burden placed on all 
citizens. 

It should be remembered that my pro
cedure for estimating the hidden tax of in
voluntary service tends to under-estimate 
the real cost since it assumed that reluctant 
service participants had the lowest supply 
prices in the absence of a draft. Moreover 1 

the costs of Table 3 apply only to men in the 
enlisted ranks. Fully 41 per cent of newly 
commissioned officers and 71 per cent of en
listments to reserve units were estimated to 
be draft-motivated volunteers. These men 
also were coerced to serve at below market 
rates of pay because of the draft obligation. 

The inequity of draft is accentuated by 
the absurdly low levels of entry level pay. 
Even including the imputed value of board 
and keep, the typical private earns a monthly 
income of $158 per month-far below the 
minimum wage legislated by Congress. In 
1964, the typical reluctant volunteer could 
have earned $287 per month in the civilian 
economy, while the draftee who is older could 
have earned $317 per month. If a draft must 
be continued, I strongly recommend that en
try level pay be sharply advanced to elimi
nate the financial cost of involuntary mili
tary service. When only a fraction of all 
youths must be involuntarily put into mili
tary service (and bear the risks coincident 
with such service), why should we insist that 
they also suffer financial losses during their 
period of service? That the entry level pay of 
an American soldier is below that of the 
Canadian and Australian recruit, is, in my 

. opinion, inexcusable. 
IV. THE COST AND FEASIBILITY OF AN ALL

VOLUNTEER FORCE 

Recent discussions on the draft question 
have devoted little attention to the basic 
issue of the need for a draft. The Marshall 
Commission in its 219-page report allotted 
two pages to establish the need for extension 
of some form of draft law. The transcript of 
the House Hearings in June 1966 suggests 

9 Because of attrition during the first term, 
the average length of service is only 1.9 years 
for draftees and around 3.5 years for regular 
enlisted men. 
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that the members of the House Armed Serv
ices Committee are not terribly interested in 
studying the cost and feasib111ty of meeting 
our m111tary manpower requirements on a 
voluntary basis. The arguments against an 
all-volunteer force can be put in capsule 
form as follows: 

1. lt would be too costly. 
2. It could not achieve the requisite flexi

bility in force strengths to insure the de
fense of the nation and to meet our interna
tional obligations. 

3. It would have possibly undesirable so
cial consequences such as a mllitary class or 
an all-Negro army. 

4. It is Inconsistent with the American 
heritage of a citizen mllitia. The reader could 
undoubtedly supply other arguments against 
the adoption of a voluntary manpower pro
curement system. The last two criticisms 
listed above can, I believe, be more forcefully 
refuted by others-Congressman Thomas 
Curtis and Professor Mllton Friedman for 
example. I shall briefiy examine the fiexib111ty 
issue in Part VI below. In this section atten
tion is directed to the cost of an all-volun
teer force. 

Under any procurement system, the de
mand for new recruits At is determined by 
the losses during the year Lt and planned 
changes in force strengths (Ft-Ft-1). If 
peacetime force strength objectives are 
stab111zed, Ft-Ft-1 will be equal to zero. 
Hence demand At wlll depend only on losses 
Lt which, in turn, are determined by per
sonnel turnover and the size of the active 
duty force. The losses due to personnel turn
over can be estimated from a retention pro
ftle describing the proportion of men remain
ing in service N years after initial en try. 
The retention profile for a mixed force of 
conscripts and volunteers (38 per cent of 
whom were reluctant volunteers) was esti
mated from the experience of the late 1950's 
and is shown in the first two columns of 
Table 5. A perusal of Table 5 reveals that 
voluntary separations upon completion of 
the first term of three to four years account 
for ,the largest part of personnel rturnover. 
Over the period FY 1957-64, the average first 
term reenlistment rate of voluntary enlist
ments was 25.6 per cent, while that of 
draftees was only 7.7 per cent. The reten
tion profile of the mixed force implies an 
annual turnover rate of 18.9 per cent for 
enlisted men; this turnover rate climbs as 
the fraction of two-year dra~tees increases. 

If all initial accessions were true volun
teers, the Armed Services would enjoy a sub
stantially lower turnover rate. The first term 
reenlistment rate of Negroes is around 49 
per cent as compared to a Regular Army re
enlistment rate of only 22 per cent. The rea
son for this large difference is apparent. 
Negroes do not suffer from pay discrimina
tion in the Armed Services. In the clvllian 
economy, they earn substantially less than 
their white counterparts because of job and 
pay discrimination by civlllan employers. 
Military service Is a far more attractive alter
native to the Negro who can meet the mental 
qualification standards. They are more likely 
to volunteer, and once in service, far more 
likely to reenlist. If all initial inputs were 
true volunteers (as indeed most Negro vol
unteers presently are), we could expect a 
similar climb in reenlistment rates especially 
if recruits do not suffer from the wage ex
ploitation that they now do. I estimate that 
the first term reenlistment rate in an all
volunteer force would be 36.6 per cent as 
compared to an average of only 25.6 per 
cent in the preceding eight years. Hence, the 
retention profile of enlisted inen should shift 
toward greater retention as indicated by the 
last two columas of Table 5. From the esti
mated retention profile applicable to a volun
tary force, I estimated the required acces
sions for alternative force strengths. The re
quired accessions for a mixed force were 
taken from the Marshall Commission report, 
p. 14. 

Required accession to enlisted ranks in 
voluntary and mixed forces 

Active duty 
force 

strength 
(millions) 

Enlisted 
strength 

(thousands) 
Voluntary 

force 
Mixed 
force 1 

-----------1----·- J·-----
2.5 
2.65 
3.0 
3.3 
3. 5 

2,175 
2,310 
2,658 
2,937 
3,115 

314 
334 
384 
426 
452 

452 
500 
609 
732 
812 

1 Figures for the 2,500,000, 3,000,000, and 3,500,000 
strengths were taken from the Marshall Commission 
report, p. 14. The estimates for the strengths of 2.650,000 
and 3,300,000 were interpolated. 

The mixed force which includes inputs of 
draftees and reluctant volunteers has a 
higher personnel turnover accounting for 
the larger fiows of required accessions. The 
required accessions to the voluntary force 
contain an upward bias, since I have not ad
justed the data for the savings which obtain 
from lower personnel turnover. These savings 
derive from fewer men being in a training 
status. Men engaged in training others can 
be reassigned to other duties, and the total 
force strength can be cut while retaining the 
same number of men in an effective (non
training) status. 

The required accessions of 334 thousand re
cruits to sustain a voluntary force of 2.65 
million men is far smaller than the required 
accessions of 500 thousand for the mixed 
force. Hence, the line A0 in Fig. 1 is to the 
left of where it is now drawn. To determine 
the necessary pay level M to attract 334 
thousand recruits on a voluntary basis, we 
had to estimate the supply curve S'. I shall 
not, in this paper, repeat the methods by 
which we estimated this supply curve. The 
supply curve which I used in my calcula
tions is essentially the same as that used in 
the DOD study. 

If the estimated supply curve Is juxta
posed to the demand, I estimate that first 
term pay must be raised by 68 per cent, from 
$2,500 to $4,200 per year. The entry level pay 
of recruits in their first year of service would 
climb from $1,900 to $3,900 per year, or a 
monthly pay hike of $167 per month. The 
sharp projected rise in first term pay would, 
moreover, create a pay inversion wherein 
men in their fourth and fifth years of serv
ice would be earning less than new recruits. 
To prevent such pay inversions, the pay of 
the career force was raised by 17 per cent. In 
addition, the pay profile of officers was ad
justed to eliminate the low level of entry 
pay; this adjustment raised the pay of newly 
commissioned officers by 21 per cent. 

The pay schedules that would be needed to 
attract enough recruits on a voluntary basis 
were applied to the anticipated age struc
ture of the voluntary force. For an active 
duty force strength of 2.65 million men, I 
estimate that income payments to active 
duty m111tary personnel would have to rise 
by $4 blllion per year. 

The methods by which I arrive at an esti
mrute of ,the cost of .a,n e.ll-volunteer force 
can be criticized on several grounds. Some 
of the more important criticisms which I 
have received include the following: 

a. Steady state requirements: The demand 
for new recruits presumes a steady state in 
which the retention profile of a voluntary 
force appli~s. During the transitional . peri
od, losses will be larger with a corresponding 
rise in required accessions. My failure to ac
knowledge the transitional demands thus 
imparts a downward bias to my cost esti
mate. However, if force streng-ths are to be 
reduced to 2.65 million (from their FY 1966 
level of ·3.1 mlllion). the transition poses 
only a minor adJustment in my cost esti
mates. · 

b. Army requirements: The shortfall be
tween 'Voluntary supplies and demands is 
projected to be largest for the Army. In es
timating the necessary pay increase of 68 

per cent, I used the deficit in Army require
ments. As a consequence, the other three 
Services are projected to enjoy excess sup
plies of enlistment applicants. If there is 
any spillover of enlistment applicants across 
services (i.e. ,if a man who is denied en:try 
into the Navy tries later to enlist in the 
Army), my procedure overstates the cost of 
meeting military demands on a voluntary 
basis. 

c. Method for implementing the pay in
crease: I have tacitly assumed that the 68 
per cent pay increase will redound to re
cruits in the form of higher base pay. The 
annual base pay of a private in his first year 
of service is projected to rise from $1,200 to 
$3,200. That is, his pay climbs from $100 per 
month now to $267 per month. Some critics 
have correctly argued that this is a rather 
inefficient means of distributing higher pay, 
especially when the other Services have too 
many enlistment applicants. A system of 
variable enlistment bonuses or pay differ
entials across Services could produce sub
stantial savings, thereby lowering my cost 
estimate of $4 billion. 

d. Savings from lower personnel turnover: 
I have completely ignored the savings from 
lower personnel turnover resulting in fewer 
men in a training status. If the active duty 
force can be cut by as little as 5 per cent 
because more men are in an effective, non
training status, the m111tary pay budget 
would fall by $0.8 billion. Inclusion of this 
saving thus lowers the ~t of an all-volun
teer force from $4.0 to $3.2 billion. 

e. Civ111an substitutions: Many jobs which 
are presently staffed with uniformed person
nel could be equally well performed by civil
ians. If military pay is sharply advanced (as 
I estimate it wm be), it becomes economical 
to substitute a c1v111an for a Serviceman 
thereby lowering total labor costs. In addi
tion to the direct reductions in labor costs, 
the Armed Services w111 realize an indirect 
savings namely fewer recruits will be de
manded. Hence, the necessary pay increase 
to attract recruits can be lowered. The po
tential savings from the substitution of 
civilians for uniformed men could be sub
stantial. 

f. Validity of the cross-sectional comple
ment supply curve: The supply curve S' 
which was used to estt.ma.te th.e necessary pay 
interest was derived from cross-sectional re
gional data on voluntary enlistment rates for 
men in mental groups I to III. It is essentially 
the same supply equation as that used in the 
DOD study. 10 The underlying data pertained 
to the enlistment experience in calendar year 
1963, the only year for which such data were 
available. I agree with the skeptics that it 
is a slim piece of evidence. There are, how
ever, some other bits of evidence which con
firm the implications of the estimated sup
ply equation. An economy which is quite 
similar to ours, namely Canada, has sustained 
a voluntary military establishment that is 
roughly half the size of the U.S. in relation to 
the population base. The entry level pay of 
the Canadian recruit is around 20 percent 
higher than that of the U.S. soldier. Given the. 
growth in the population base, the force 
strength of 2.65 million men corresponds to 
a force that is between 25 and 33 percent 
larger than Canada's on a per capita basis. 
We should be able to statf a force of that size 
if pay is increased by 68 percent. Untll we 
raise entry level pay, there is no real test of 
whether our estimated supply curve is cor
reot. I have reasonable confidence in it be
cause of my observations of the Oana.dian ex
perience and of the enlistment behavior of 
~egroes. If the pay of mllitary service can be 

10 A fuller discussion of the methods by 
which this supply curve was estimated can 
be found in "The Supply of Military Person
nel in the Absence of a Draft," by A. Fechter 
and S. Altman (to be published in Papers 
and Proceedings of the American E·conomic 
Association, May 1967). 
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put on a footing comparable to pay in the 
civilian sector, it should not be difficult to 
attract one man in five-and that is all we 
need to staff a force ·of 2.65 million men. 

Only one of the six criticisms listed above 
implies that my cost estimate is too low. The 
DOD estimates of $17 billion imply that we 
would have to pay men over $7,000 per year to 
attract but one man in five. I grant that the 
cost estimate may contain some random 
error, but not an error of +$13 billion. 

I have made some rough calculations on 
the cost of sustaining an active duty force of 
3.0 million men-the active force strength 
as of 30 June 1966. According to the comple
ment supply curve, the necessary pay in
crease climbs from 68 to 94 percent. The aver
age annual first term pay (over three years of 
service) climbs from $4,200 to $4,850. Defense 
expenditures for active duty military person
nel would, of course, be higher for both the 
voluntary force and the mixed force of con
scripts and volunteers. The budgetary cost 
to sustain a voluntary force of 3.0 million 
men is estimated to be $6.7 billion higher 
than that of a mixed force. 

In closing this section, it should be re
peated that the budgetary cost of military 
personnel is not the real economic cos~ of 
labor resources allocated to the defense es
tablishment. With a force strength of 3.0 
million men, the incidence of involuntary 
military service climbs dramatically. More 
men from each age class are coerced or com
pelled to serve against their wishes. The 
real cost is high for those who are selected 
to serve, while those fortunate or slippery 
enough to avoid military service are sub
sidized by the inordinately low pay awarded 
to the draftee. 

IMPACT OF THE LOTTERY ON VOLUNTARY 
ENLISTMENTS 

The lottery (fair and impartial random 
selection system) has been recommended by 
the Marshall Commission as the most equi
table means of conscripting men. Equity here 
is construed to mean that every individual 
bears the same risk of involuntary military 
service. In evaluating the desirability of the 
Marshall Commission's lottery, I would like 
to raise the question of "How will the 
adoption of a lottery influence the need for 
a draft?" Equity meaning equal probability 
of induction can surely be achieved by a 
lottery, but what will be the level of that 
probability or risk? This issue was only 
briefly raised in the Commission's report and 
never answered. 

The larger is the flow of voluntary enlist
ments, the smaller is the need for draftees. 
A rough estimate of the impact of a lottery 
on voluntary enlistments can be obtained 
from the age distribution of enlistments and 
the extent of draft-motivated enlistments. 
Special tabulations prepared by the DOD 
statistical office provide estimates of the age 
at entry of voluntary enlistments in FY 
1960-64; these are shown in Table 6. Fully 
32 per cent of all enlistments were nineteen 
years of age, and 71.5 per cent were nineteen 
or older at the time of enlistment. There is 
a slight trend toward older ages in periods 
of high draft oalls, but the trend is slight. 
The uncertainty of being drafted motivates 
many of these men to enlist for tours of 
three to four years. According to the 1964 
DOD survey, the percentage of draft-moti
vated ~nlistments who were 20 or older at 
time of entry was 59.5 per cent as compared 
to only 31.3 per cent for men who were 17 to 
19 years of age. 

According to the Commission's lottery 
proposal, men would be examined at age 
18.5. Qualified males reaching the age of 
nineteen would then be arrayed into an 
order of call by some random selection sys
tem. We can imagine that each man is as
signed a number, say from 1 to 2 million if 
there were 2 million men in the pool. The 
lowest numbers would be called first~ The 
status of ~tudent deferments has not been 

resolved, but for the sake of this paper, I 
shall assume that they are put into the 
qualified I-A pool and assigned numbers. 

The size of the draft call in any year, Dt, 
is determined by the gap between require
ments At and voluntary supplies of enlist
ments Et . Personnel turnover will, moreover, 
influence requirements At. The loss of one 
regular enlistee who serves for three or four 
years, necessitates the induction of two or 
more men each serving only two years. By 
eliminating the uncertainty of being 
drafted, the Armed Services are likely to lose 
some of the draft-motivated enlistments who 
must be replaced by two-year draftees. If 
men with low numbers are permitted to vol
unteer, some fraction of them will do so. 

Under a continued Selective Service draft, 
the DOD projections for FY 1970-75 indicate 
annual flows of 416.7 thousand voluntary 
enlistments, of whom 71.5 per cent, or 298 
thousand men, will be nineteen or older. At 
most, only 15 to 20 per cent of the qualified 
pool will be affected by the lottery if peace
time force strengths revert to their pre
Vietnam levels. Hence, we can conservative
ly estimate to lose 80 per cent of the draft
motivated enlistments who were 19 or 
older.11 This loss of 112 thousand enlistments 
would result in a rise in the size of the 
draft calls from 55.3 to 279 thousand men 
per year. 

By reducing the uncertainty of being 
drafted, the lottery is anticipated to result 
in larger draft calls. The decline in volun
tary enlistments could be offset if pay were 
advanced to make military service competi
tive with civilian jobs. Such a pay increase 
would have the added merit of mitigating 
the financial inequity of involuntary service · 
for those who are drafted by the lottery. 

VI. SOME RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A MILITARY 

MANPOWER PROCUREMENT BILL 

The expiration of the present draft law 
on June' 30, 1967, means that Congress must 
enact legislation within the next six weeks. 
The Universal Military Training and Service 
Act of 1951 and its subsequent extensions 
are ·almost exclusively concerned with the 
problem of manpower procurement. There 
is little if any attempt to integrate the man
power procurement system 'into •an overaJ.l 
military manpower policy of the Depart
ment of Defense. The reports of the Marshall 
and Clark Commission are guilty of this 
same myopia. I have argued in the preceding 
section that the adoption 'or the lottery im
plies a greater need for the draft because 
it entails higher personnel turnover. That 
younger men are more desirable for the com
bat positions is not being questioned. How
ever, one should also inquire about the 
supply of men for the highly technical posi
tions which require long training periods. 
The 'voluntary force with its greater reten
tion can achieve this latter objective more 
efficiently. 

All proposals which have been put before 
Congress entail radical changes in military 
manpower procurement practices. The Viet
nam War is not a globa_l conflict requiring 
the services of nearly all qualified males. The 
manpower procurement bill which Congress 
enacts should not, therefore, be dominated 
by short-run considerations. Instead, it 
should address itself to the peacetime mill
tary manpower needs of the defense estab• 
lishment. In the light of these considera
tions, I would like to make some recom-

11 The DOD survey of first-term enlisted 
men indicS~tes that the pressure of a draft 
liability accounted for 46.9 percent of vol
untary enlistments who were 19 or older at 
the time of entry. In the projection years 
1970-75, it is estimated that 298 thousand 
volunteers wlll be 19 or older. Multiplying 
. 469 x 298 yields 140 thousand draft-moti
vated volunteers. Since 80 percent of these 
will be bypassed in the lottery, 0.8 X 140 = 
112 thousand is the estimated loss of volun
tary recruits. 

mendations with the following objectives 
in mind: 

a. to design a system of m111tary man
power procurement which places maximum 
reliance on volunteers; 

b. to raise first-term pay, thereby alleviat
ing some of the financial inequity of invol
untary mllitary service; 

c. to examine the overall mllitary man
power policies of the Department of Defense 
with the aim of achieving greater efficiency 
in the utilization of the nation's scarce labor
resources. 

With these objectives in mind, I propose 
the following recommendations to be con
sidered for possible inclusion in the mili
tary manpower procurement bill wh[ch will 
replace the present draft law. 

1. Two-year Extension of a Draft. A draf.t . 
law which includes as a mln~mum recom
mendations 2 and 3 below, should be ex
tended for a period of only two years rather 
than the four years proposed by the Marshall 
Commission. 

Since all the alternatives proposed to drute 
en tail r~cal changes in the nature and 
implementation of a draft liability, Congress 
should exercise some caution and allow for 
possible revision in the light of experience 
under any new draft law. During the first 
year, data on its operation can be assembled. 
In the second year, these data oa:n be studied 
to determine its strengths and weaknesses. 
If the law operates in an effictlen:t and rea
sonably equitable fashion, Congress could 
easdly extend it in 1969. On the other hand, 
if serious shortcomings are un-covered, 
youths in the vulnerable draft ages need not 
be subjected to four years of an inequitable 
draft law. The two-year extension is suffi
ciently long to permit compilation and analy
sis of relevant dlata while not causing a pro
longation of a badly conceived law. 

2. Lottery of the 21-year-olds. Under the 
current draft law, an i-ndividual can remad.n 
in a draft-vulnerable status for seven and 
one-half years. To allevi·ate costs to the indi
vidual arising from the possibllity of his be
ing drafted, the Marshall Commission has 
proposed a lottery of 19-year-olds to shorten 
the period of draft uncerta.tnty. However, as 
argued in Part V above, the uncertainty of 
a draft is not an unmitigated evil. To elimi
nate nearly all such uncertainty (as the 
present lottery proposal would do) leads to 
the loss of substantial numbers of voluntary 
enlistments. This loss necessarily entails a. 
more than twofold increase in draft calls 
thereby increasing the fraction of each ag~ 
class that must be subjected to involuntary 
military service. The objective of platCing 
maximum reliance on volunteers suggests 
an in.termedia te method of selecting draftees: 
which would entail a smaller loss of reluctant. 
volunteers, thereby lessening the need for a 
draft. Its essential features can be sum
marized as follows: 

a. All qualified youths are to be classified 
at the age of 18 into three dra;f.t classifica
tions: (1) I-A and available for service, (2} 
II-8 student deferments, and (3) hardship 
and consoientlous-·objector ex;emptlom;. 
Hardship deferments will be granted on an 
individual ba.sis, using criteria similar to 
those of eUgibUt.ty for the poverty program. 

b . Men .who obtain a student deferment 
are placed in a state of suspended animation 
at a draft age of 19. Upon termination of their 
student deferments, they are returned to the 
I-A pool and assigned a draft age of 19. 
Thereafter, their chronological age is ignored, 
and their draft status within the I-A pool is 
entirely determined by their draft age. 

c. The period of maximum draft vulner
ability will be limited to two years. Men 
wpose dr~ft age exceeds 21 are placed into a 
lower order of call for five years and can be 
called only when the I-A pool is depleted . 

d. The order of call within the I-A pool 
will begin with the oldest. Recall that the 
oldest men in the I-A pool have a draft age 
of 21. If monthly requirements are less than 
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the pool of men reaching their 21st "draft 
birthday" in a particular month, a random 
selection of birthdates determines the rank
ing within that month. 

e. All occupational and dependence de
ferments (other than hardship) will be 
discontinued. 

This lottery of 21-year-olds has the advan
tage of retaining the flows of reluctant vol
unteers in the 19- and 20-year-old groups. 
Hence, the loss of reluctant volunteers in 
this system of induction is only 42 thou
sand men per year as compared to the esti
mated loss of 112 thousand enlistments 
under the Marshall Commission proposal. 
If the pay hike · of recommendation 3 is 
adopted (and I hope that it is), the financial 
cost of involuntary service by the reluctant 
volunteers will be far smaller. Indeed, the 
pay raise will attract larger flows of vol
unteers, so that there may not even be a 
loss of voluntary enlistments under • this 
proposal. 

3. Overdue Adjustments in Military Com
pensation. That the absurdly low levels of 
first-term military pay are an embarrass
ment, is manifest in the myriad of post
service veteran benefits. The G.I. B111, sub
sidized home mortgages, medical care, and 
life insurance poUcies for veterans all ex
emplify attempts to remedy the financial 
burden of m111tary service. The high time 
preference of youths suggests that these 
post-service benefits are highly discounted 
in any calculation of the financial rewards 
of active m111tary service. I strongly recom
mend that the military pay profile be ad
justed upward according to the schedule 
proposed below: 

Proposed adjustments in the compensation 
of enlisted men 

Years of Present Proposed Percentage 
service pay I pay increase 

l ___ _______ _ $1, 830 $3,130 71.0 
2 _________ __ 2,143 3,380 57. 7 3 __ ____ ___ ,_ 2, 991 3, 630 21.4 4 _____ __ ____ 3, 344 3, 880 16.0 5 ________ ___ 4, 130 4,130 ---------- -- --

I Figures represent annual military incomes consisting 
of (1) base pay, (2) quarters and subsistence allowances, 
and (3) implicit tax advantage. The data pertain to the 
pay scales as of fiscal year 1963. 

If these pay increases are adopted, the 
budgetary payroll cost for an enlisted 
strength of 2.31 m1llion men (corresponding 
to a total strength of 2.65 million) would 
climb by $1,368 m1llion. Moreover, the pay 
increase is estimated to increase Army enlist
ments in the absence of a draft by 48 per 
cent. Finally, the hidden tax of the draft 
would be sharply reduced, thereby lessening 
the financial cost of service for the reluctant 
service pal'lticipants. Whatever el,se is done, 
this one recommendation deserves serious 
consideration and, I hope, adoption. 

4. Flexibility and the Role of the Reserves. 
A professional volunta.ry army has been 
severely criticized on the ground that it does 
not have the requisite flexibility to meet 
short-run demands for active-duty person
nel. What amount of flexibility is required of 
a voluntary force has never been specified. 
Within FY 1954-65, the largest year-to-year 
increase in the active-duty strength has been 
under 350 1thousand men. In the recent Viet
nam build-up when no reserves were ac
tivated in significant numbers 11 the active
duty force strength climbed by 438 thousand 
men. 

During the Berlin crisis of FY 1962, sub
stantial numbers of reserves were recalled to 
active duty. The political aftermath of that 
incident seems to have .neutralized the Re
serve and National Guard as a source of man
pcwer for the active-duty forces. Presently 
around 1.3 m1llion men are on a ready, paid
drill, reserve status. If this reserve strength 
were reduced to 700 thousand men who were 
paid competitive wages, they could provide 
the needed flexib11ity for an all-volunteer 
force. The present organization of reserve 
units defies rational explanation. A careful 
study of the role and function of reserve 
units should, I believe, be undertaken as part 
of an integrated study of military manpower 
ut111zation. It should, moreover, be linked to 
the initial procurement policies. A truly 
ready reserve can, in my opinion, supply the 
desired degree of flexib1lity. 

5. Toward an Integrated Military Man
power Policy. The procurement, retention, 
and utilization of manpower should logically 
fit into an integrated military manpower 
policy. To the best of my knowledge, there is 
no overall conceptual framework within 
which one can evaluate specific policy pro
posals. The draft, for example, is largely ex-

amined with only passing reference to the 
utilization and retention of uniformed per
sonnel. The techniques of systems analysis, 
which have been so widely used in cost
effectiveness studies of weapons systems, 
have not been carried over into manpower 
problems. In evaluating alternative man
power policies with these techniques of sys
tems analysis, care must be taken to use the 
appropriate cost of labor resources. Because 
of the low levels of first term pay, the DOD 
budgetary costs are not the real economic 
costs of labor resources allocated to the 
Armed Services. I believe that further studies 
should be made of (a) qualification stand
ards for enlisted men, (b) qualification 
standards for junior officer ranks, (c) adjust
ments in the retirement program to permit 
separation bonuses after ten to twelve years 
of service, (d) variable enlistment bonuses 
for men who sign for longer initial tours of 
duty, and (e) possibilities of substituting 
civilians for uniformed personnel, especially 
in the para-medical and clerical fields. 

In order to maintain a large defense es
tablishment, the nation must allocate sub
stantial flows of labor and material resources 
to the Armed Services. The Department of 
Defense has followed a policy of acquiring 
its material resources (armaments, ships, 
planes, etc.) via the free market through a 
system of defense contracts. Only in wartime 
and periods of true emergency has the De
partment seen fit to requisition strategic 
materials at noncompetitive prices. However, 
when it comes to recruiting labor resources, 
the Department of Defense assumes an alto
gether different posture, refusing to place 
greater reliance on the competitive labor 
market and continuing to pay servicemen 
at below market rates of pay. Conscription 
and coercion (the counterparts to wartime 
requisitions) thus persist in peacetime. The 
need for a peacetime draft has not been 
established, nor is likely to be established. 
The facts of the matter are that we do not 
need a peacetime draft. Our military man
power needs can be met on a voluntary basis 
if we as a nation are prepared to pay com
petitive wages to new recruits, rationalize the 
role of the reserves, and initiate efficient 
manpower utilization practices. 

(Figure 1, referred to above cannot be re
produced in the RECORD.) 

TABLE 1.-Projected accessions to enlisted ranks under a continued draft, fiscal years 1970-75 (by age at entry, education, and draft 
motivation) 

Years of school completed 

Total 0 to 8 9 to 11 12 13 to 15 16 and 
over 

Years of school completed 

Total 0 to 8 9 to 11 12 13 to 15 16 and 
over 

-----~~-----1-----1--- - - -------- -- - ----------.....,-1- - - ----------~. ----
' 

Voluntary enlistments under a Reluctant volunteers- Con. 
continued draft : • All ages- ------- ----- -------- 153.7 3.4 28.3 93.0 25.9 3.1 

17 to 19 years----- ------------ 328.5 15.0 107.2 188.0 18.3 0 Inductions ____ _________________ ! _ 55.3 4.3 15.2 21.9 10. 5 3.4 
20 years and older ________ ____ 88.2 1.4 12.9 42.8 25.8 5.3 Reluctant military service 
All ages----- ------------ ----- 416.7 16. 4 120.1 230.8 44.1 5.3 participants: 

Reluctant volunteers: 
17 to 19 years _________ ___ ___ __ 102.4 3.0 23.0 68. ·3 8.1 0 

17 to 19 years"--- ------------- 102. 4 3.0 23: 0 68.3 8.1 0 20 years and older _________ !!_ 106.6 4. 7 20.5 46. 6 28.3 6.5 
20 years and older------------ 51.3 .4 5.3 24.7 17.8 3.1 All ages_--- ------- --- -------- 209. 0 7. 7 43.5 114.9 36.4 6.5 

.! 

TABLE 2.-Annual military incomes of enlisted men 
r [Pay scales of fiscal year 1963] 

.; ' f~-.1 1.1 ... " . I 

' .. " .. 
Total Army Total Army 

income, Base pay income, Base pay 
Depart- as percent Years of service Depart- as percent 
ment of Total Taxable Base of total ment of Total Taxable Base of total 

Years of service 

Defense income income pay income Defense income income pay income 

$1,830 $1,900 $1, 058 $1,055 55. 5 7----------------- -- --- $4,649 $4,596 $2,937 $2,858 62.2 
2,143 2,304 1, 359 1,382 60. 0 8. _ ·----------------- -- 4, 741 4, 797 3, 037 3. 003 62.6 
2, 991 3, 247 2, 199 2,002 6t: 7 9 to 12.-------------- - 5, 235 5,377 3,409 3, 280 61.0 
3, 344 3. 711 2, 392 2,433 65.'6 13 to 16. - -- -- --------- 5, 926 6,043 3,918 3, 885 64.3 
4,130 4, 248 2, 691 2, 575 60.6 17 to 20 __ ______________ 6, 387 6,414 4,245 (1) ' ------------
4,462 4, 465 2, 792 2, 725 61.0 I . .. 

' 

l_ ___ - --------- - -------2 __ _____________ - - - - ---
3 ___________________ __ _ 

4 ___ _ --- - --- - --- - - -- ---
5_ -- -- -----------------
6 ________ --------- -- ---

1 Not available. 
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TABLE 3.-The hidden cost of involuntary military service 

Annual 1st term pay (for 3.5 years): 
Mo.-----------.------------------------------------
M1------------- ------------------------- -----------
Mt' _ ------------------------------------------------

Annual cost excluding rents (millions): 
Reluctant volunteers. __ --------------~ -------------
Draftees._------------------------------------------

Low 
estimate 

(p=0.402) 

$2,500 
4, 700 
5, 900 

141 
175 

Middle 
estimate 
(p=0.315) 

$2,500 
5, 600 
7,450 

192 
243 

I==== I===== 

Total per capita cost excluding rents: 1 
Reluctant volunteers ___ ----------------------------
Draftees. ____ ------------------------------------- __ 

TotaL ______________ ------------------------------

Annual per capita cost: 2 

Reluctant volunteers __ -----------------------------
Draftees _________ -----------------------------------

Low Middle 
estimate estimate 

(p=0.402) (p=0.315) 

$3,208 $4,372 
6,022 8,354 

3, 952 5,426 

917 1,249 
Aggregate cost for members of an age class (millions): 

Reluctant volunteers_~----------------------------- 493 672 
462 

3,169 4,397 
1---------1------

Draftees. ___________________ --------- __ ------------- 333 Total. _____ : _____________________________________ _ 1, 317 1,809 
1-------1-----

TotaL ____ -------- __________ --------- _ ------ __ ____ 826 1; 134 

1 The per capita cost assumes that there were 153,700 reluctant volunteers and 55,300 2 The annual per capita cost is the total per capita cost divided by average length of 
draftees. service; 3.5 years for reluctant volunteers and 1.9 years for draftees. 

TABLE 4.-Federal individual income taxes, 1962-66 

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 
' ------ ------------

Aggregates: 
Individual income tax re-

Aggregates-Con. 

pc:fn~a~;~~ _ ~~ t~~~ria~~s~:~ _ ceipts _________ millions. ___ $63,358 $67,992 $71,593 $70,765 $81,534 119,206 119,824 121,280 123,387 1 126, 151 
Per capita Federal income taxes: Number of tax returns filed 

thousands ____ 62,487 63,679 65,154 66,965 69,724 Per return_-----------------
Per member of labor force ___ 

1, 014 1, 068 1,099 1, 057 1, 169> 
Civilian labor force ... do ____ 71,854 72,975 74,233 75.635 77,041 882 932 964 936 1, 058 
Population 21 years of age Per adult over 2L __________ 571 610 633 620 707 

and over ... thousands ____ 110,876 111,513 113,133 114,224 1115,355 Per adult over 18 ___________ 532 567 500 574 646 

1 Estimated by extrapolation. Sources: Treasury Department, Internal Revenue Service, Annual Report of the 
Commissioner and Statistical Abstract of the United States. 

TABLE 5.-Retention profiles of enlisted men in mixed and voluntary forces 1 

Years of service, N 

0--------------------------
1_ --- ----------------------
2_- - -----------------------
3_ -------------------------
4.------------------------- .. 
5_ -------------------------
6.-------------------------
7--------------------------

Mixed force 

I 
Survival Cumulative 

rate percent 

1. 0000 
. 9149 
.6494 
. 4710 
.1631 
.1563 
.1456 
.1407 

18.9 
36.1 
48.4 
57.3 
60.4 
63.3 
66.1 
68.7 

Voluntary force 

Survival 
rate 

1. 0000 
-9161 
.8326 
.5742 
.2868 
.2673 
. 2490 
.2406 

Cumulative 
percent 

Years of service, N 

13.9 8.-- ----- -- -- ----- ---------
27. 7 9_ -------------------------
38.2 10_ --- - ----- - --------------
46.2 15. --------- --- -----------· 50. 2 20 ____ ______ ______________ _ 

53. 9 25_ ------------------------
57. 4 30.- ---- - --- ---------------
60.8 Sum._ -- ----------------·--

Mixed force Voluntary force 

Survival Cumulative Survival Cumulative 
rate percent rate percent 

0.1365 71.3 0. 2334 64.0 
.1281 73.7 . 2191 67.0 
.1125 75.8 .1924 69.7 
.1002 85.7 .1703 82.1 
.0818 94.5 .1391 93.1 
.0283 98.1 .0481 97.7 
-0150 100.0 . 0255 100.0 

5. 2981 -------------- 7.1875 --------------

1 Data are based on the experience of the late 1950's. The survival rate is the pro- men with N or fewer years of service in a steady state is shown in the 2d and 4th 
portion of men remaining in service N years after entry. The cumulative percent of columns. 

TABLE 6.-- Distribution of voluntary enlistments by age at enlistment 1 (total DOD, fiscal year 196{)-6.1,. in thousands) 

Age at enlistment 

Number of voluntary enlist-
ments: 

17--------------------------
18 .. ------------------------
19_ -------------------------
20.---------- ---------------
2L ___ -- _ --------- _ ---------22 and over_ _______________ _ 

1960 

19 
88 
99 
50 
21 
24 

---

1961 

15 
85 

114 
60 
28 
~3 

---

1962 1963 
------

14 13 
81 65 

115 98 
66 61 
32 30 
54 31 

------

1964 Average Age at enlistment 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 Average 
------ ----------------1----1--- -------------

Percentage distribution: 
11- ----------------------·-- 6. 3 4. 5 3. 9 4. 4 4. 0 4. 6 

13 14.8 18-------------------------- 29.2 25.4 22. 4 21. 8 21. 2 23. 9 
68 77.4 19__________________________ 32. 9 34. 0 31.8 32. 9 28.3 32. 0 
91 103.4 20__________________________ 16.6 17.9 18.2 20.5 19.0 18.4 
61 59.6 21.-- - ---------- - ----------- 7. 0 8. 4 8. 8 10. 1 12.1 9. 3 
39 30.0 22 and over_________________ 8. 0 9. 9 14. 9 10. 4 15.3 11.8 
49 38.2 

------
TotaL_----------------- 301 335 362 298 321 323.4 

Total. ___ ------------- ___ ---.oo:o ---.oo:o ---.oo:ol100. 0 . 100. 0 -wo.o 
===I=== 

1 The age at time of enlistment is estimated by year of birth. Men who were born 
in calendar year 1940 and who enlisted in fiscal year 1960 were classified as being 20 

years old. However, because of the 6 month!'l' O\e rl 2 p hetween calendar and fiscal 
years, they could have been between 18.5 and 20.5 years of age. 

UNITED STATES HAS PRIMARY RE
SPONSIBll..ITY TO SETTLE VIET
NAM DISPUTE THROUGH U.N. 
MACHINERY 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the .gentleman 
from Dlinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

'.Dhe SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, last week 

I introduced House Joint Resolution 856 
to refer the Vietnam dispute to the In
ternational Court of Justice for adjudica
tion. If North Vietnam and South Viet
nam refuse to submit their dispute to ad
judication, I suggest that the United 
States ask the General Assembly to re
quest of the Court an advisory opinion 
of the violations of international law in 
Vietnam by both sides. 

At my request the Department of State 
has furnished me with a memorandum 
entitled "U.S. Efforts To Obtain U.N. Ac
.tion on Vietnam." It shows that on only 

two occasions has the United States re
quested the Security Council to convene 
to consider the Vietnam conflict. 

The flrst request was in August 1964. 
The last in January 1966, was over a year 
and a half ago. The memo contains a 
number of statements by administratio:t). 
leaders expressing hope that the U.N. 
w .:m!d act. 

Since neither North Vietnam or South 
Vietnam is a member of the U.N. it is 
the responsibility of the United States to 
continue its efforts to seek a solution 
through the United Nations. Our lack 
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of action in seeking U.N. support in this 
war is one of the principal reasons our 
war position has become so lonely. We 
appear to have used the United Nations 
as an arena in which to fight the cold 
war, not end it. In place of settlement of 
the U.N. conflict on the basis of the rule 
of law we have substituted over opti
mistic predictions, constant escalation, 
secret decisions, and diplomatic over
tures intended more for domestic polit
ical consumption than foreign capitals. 

The memorandum clearly shows that 
at no time has the United States sought 
to refer this dispute to the Interna
tional Court of Justice. Yet the United 
States was eager to have the Court rule 
on the legality of U.N. peacekeeping ex
penses in the Congo and the Middle East. 

Under the Eisenhower administration 
the United States referred a number of 
international disputes to the Court, but 
the present administration obviously 
lacks interest in settling this dispute 
within the established framework of in
ternational law. 

The gap between our professed com
mitment to the principle of resolving 
political conflict through the United 
Nations and the International Court of 
Justice and our actions to honor the 
commitment is surely one of the most 
tragic aspects of the war. It represents a 
distressing commentary on our present 
foreign policy. 

Text of the State Department memo
randum follows: 

U.S. EFFORTS TO OBTAIN U.N. ACTION ON 
VIETNAM 

The following is a summary of the major 
U.S. efforts to obtain UN action on Viet-Nam 
and the responses thereto. 

I. RESORT TO SECURITY COUNCIL: 1964 

On August 4, 1964, the United States re
quested an urgent meeting of the Council 
to consider the situation created by North 
Vietnamese torpedo boat attacks on US de
stroyers in international waters. When the 
Council met, it agreed to invite both North 
and South Viet-Nam to participate in the 
discussions. Whereas South Viet-Nam offered 
the Council its "full cooperation" North 
Viet-Nam not only refused the Council's in
vitation but also rejected UN competence to 
consider the question of Viet-Nam and de
clared that any decision by the Council would 
be null and void. Largely as a result of this 
attitude, the Council adjourned after only 
two meetings without taking further action. 
II. SEEKING A VN CONTRIBUTION TO PEACE IN 

VIETNAM 
Despite this experience, the United States 

continued to seek ways whereby the United 
Nations could contribute to peace in Viet
Nam. At his speech to the United Nations 
Commemorative Session in San Francisco on 
June 25, 1965, the President called upon 
" ... this gathering of nations of the world 
to use all their influence, individually and 
collectively, to bring to the tables those who 
seem determined to make war. We will sup
port your efforts ... ". 

The President recalled this statement in a 
letter to the Secretary-General on July 28, 
1965. In his first official communication to the 
Security Council, on July 30, 1965, Ambassa
dor Goldberg noted that the responsib111ty to 
persist in the search for peace weighed espe
cially upon members of the Council. He ex
pressed the hope that Council members "will 
somehow find the means to respond effec
tively to the challenge raised by the present 
state of affairs in Southeast Asia." He also 
gave an assurance that the United States 

stands ready "to collaborate unconditionally 
with members of the Security Council in the 
search for an acceptable formula to restore 
peace and security" in Southeast Asia. 

In his general debate speech to the UN 
General Assembly on September 23, 1965 
Ambassador Goldberg reaffirmed our willing
ness to enter into unconditional discussions 
looking toward a peaceful settlement. He 
declared that" ... we have asked the mem
bers of the United Nations, individually and 
collectively, to use their influence to help 
bring about such discussions. We have asked 
the members of the Securtty Counoil and the 
Secretary-General to help get negotiations 
started." 

On October 1; in another speech, Ambas
sador Goldberg appealed to members of the 
United Nations to use all their "ingenuity, 
wisdom and influence" to join in the search 
for peace. 
III. RESORT TO THE SECURITY COUNCIL: 1966 

On January 31, 1966 the United States 
again requested an urgent meeting of the 
Council to consider the situation in Viet
Nam. The Council met to consider the ques
tion of Viet-Nam on February 1 and 2. After 
considerable debate, during which inscrip
tion of the item on the Security Council's 
agenda met with strong resistance, the Coun
cil voted 9 in favor, 2 opposed (USSR, Bul
garia), with 4 abstentions (France, Mali, 
Nigeria, Uganda) to inscribe the item. This 
bare majority was possible only on the in
formal understanding that the Council, in
stead of proceeding immediately to a sub
stantive debate, would adjourn for consulta
tions. The results of the consultations were 
summarized by the Council's President in late 
February. He noted three main points: 

a. It was "impossible to reach agreement 
on a proper course of action for the Council 
to follow"; 

b. There was "a general feeling" that no 
further debate should be held at the time; 
and 

c. There was a "certain degree of common 
feeling" on two points: conc.ern and anxiety 
over the continuation of hostilities and a 
strong desire for their early cessation; and 
a feeling that an end to the confiic.t should ibe 
sought "through negotiations in an appro
priate forum in order to work out the im
plementation of the Geneva Accords." 

Even this mild letter from the President 
of the Council gave rise to objections by the 
USSR, Bulgaria, France and Mali. 

In response to recent suggestions in the 
U.S. Senate that the United ·Nations become 
more involved in Viet-Nam, Ambassador 
Goldberg stated (May 16, 1967) his full agree
ment tha,t the "UN has a continuing re
sponsibility to follow any path leading to an 
honorable settlement of the conflict in Viet
Nam. Noting that the Security Council had 
been "unable to act because of the res-istance 
of certain members," the Ambassador re
affirmed that the United States "would wel
come Security Council consideration of the 
matter and would hope that the objections 
that have been made to such consideration 
would be withdrawn." 
IV. ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL, JULY 1966 

On July 7, 1966 Ambassador Goldberg, re
sponding to a Soviet attack on U.S. policy in 
Viet-Nam, described U.S. efforts to obtain a 
just and peaceful solution and concluded: 
" ... we would hope that, in the proper po
litical forums of the UN, concrete steps 
could be taken, with the cooperation of the 
Soviet Union-which we would welcome--to 
bring this matter to the negotiating table 
where it ought to be and where a fair and 
just settlement oan be reached." 
V. THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY AND VIETNAM, 1966 

Although Viet-Nam was not on the agenda 
of the 21st General Assembly (September
December 1966), the conflict was extensively 
discussed in the general debate. The U.S. 

statement, delivered by Ambassador Gold
berg on September 22, contained a statement 
of U.S. views regarding a peaceful settlement 
in Viet-Nam. The Ambassador stated that 
the United States: (1) was prepared to stop 
bombing North Viet-Nam "the moment we 
are assured, privately or otherwise, that this 
step Will be answered promptly by a cor
responding and appropriate de-escal,ation on 
the other side"; (2) stood ready "to with
draw its forces as others withdraw theirs" 
and favored "international ma,chinery ... to 
ensure effective supervision of the with
drawal"; and (3) as ~esident Johnson has 
said. did not consider the question of the 
place of the Viet Cong in negotiations "an 
insurmountable problem." 

He continued: "The only workable formula 
for a settlement will be one which is just to 
the basic interests of all who are involved. 
In this spirit, we welcome discussion of this 
question either in the Security Council, 
where the United States itself has raised the 
matter, or here in the General Assembly, 
and we are fully prepared to take part in 
any such discussion. We earnestly solicit the 
further initiative of any organ, including the 
Secretary-General, or any Member of the 
United Nations whose influence can help in 
this cause. Every Member has a responsib111ty 
to exercise its power and influence for peace; 
and the greater its power and influence, the 
greater is this responsibility." 

Nearly every other general debate state
ment also touched upon Viet-Nam. The state
ments by the Eastern Europeans again dem
onstrated the continuing opposition of the 
Communist states to any United Nations in
volvement in Viet-Nam. Among the state
ments made by non-communist members in 
the general debate, only a few expressed the 
view that the United Nations could play any 
immediate role in bringing about negot .. 
tions or a cessation of hostilities in Viet-Nam. 

In his closing speech to the Assembly on 
December 20, General Assembly President 
Pazhwak (Afghanistan) also touched upon 
Viet-Nam. After stating his view that "it is 
obvious the United Nations cannot inter
vene in any way in the war in Viet-Nam," 
Pazhwak made a personal appeal to all the 
parties directly involved to declare " ... not 
only a statement of their positions with 
reservations but also as a commitment to all 
the nations of the world and to humanity as 
a whole their unconditional willingness to 
seek only a peaceful solution and their readi
ness to establish appropriate contacts for 
discussions about the terms of negotiations." 

Ambassador Goldberg issued a statement 
the following day welcoming this appeal and 
"affirming strongly ,the unconditional will
ingness of the United States to seek a peace
ful settlement and to engage in discussions 
to this end." 

There was no response to the President's 
appeal from other members of the United 
Nations, or other parties to the conflict. 

VI. VIETNAM AND THE SECRETARY-GENERAL 
In the face of the unwillingness of two 

permanent members of the Security Council 
(the USSR and France) to take formal ac
tion in the Council, we encouraged the Sec
retary-General to take steps to bring about 
discussions which could lead to a mutual 
cessation of host111ties ln Viet-Nam, request
ing him to "take whatever steps you consider 
necessary to bring about the necessary dis
cussions which could lead to such a cease
fire" and pledging the full cooperation of the 
United States Government. 

We also welcomed the Secretary-General's 
suggestion of an extended cease-fire in Viet
Nam; expressed our belief that the tempo
rary truces already .arranged for the holidays 
offered opportunities for initiatives in this 
reg&rd; and stated that such a cease-fire 
would obviously include a cessation of the 
bombing of North Viet-Nam, as well as an 
end to all hostilities and organized violence 
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in South Viet-Nam. In a letter to the Secre
tary-General of December 31, 1966, Ambas
sador Goldberg stated that the U.S. is 
"ready t o ord·er a prior end ,to all bombing 
of Nort h Viet-Nam the moment there is an 
assurance, private or otherwise, that there 
would be a reciprocal response toward peace 
from North Viet-Nam". Ambassador Gold
berg reiterated his hope that the Secretary
General would use every means Bit his dis
posal to determine "what tangible response 
there would be from North Viet-Nam in the 
wake of such a prior step toward peace on 
our p art." The United States, he concluded. 
was h eartened by the Secretary-General's 
assurance that hP. would continue to explore 
every avenue toward a peaceful settlement 
in Viet-Nam. 
VII. NEW PROPOSAL BY THE SECRETARY-GENERAL, 

' MARCH 1967 

On March 14, 1967, the Secretary-General 
presen ted to the parties directly involved in 
Viet-Nam, including the United States, a 
three-step proposal-a proposal made public 
by the Secretary-General at a press confer
ence on March 28. 

In h is March 14 Aide Memoire, the Secre
tary-General said he: " . .. has now in mind 
proposals envisaging three steps: (a) a gen
eral stand-still truce; (b) preliminary talks; 
(c) reconvening of the Geneva Conference. 
In the view of the Secretary-General, a halt 
to all military activities by all sides is a 
practical necessity if useful negotiations are 
to be u ndertaken. Since the Secretary-Gen
eral's three-point plant has not been ac
cepted by the parties, he believes that a gen
eral stand-still truce by all parties to the 
conflict is now the only course which could 
lead to fruitful negotiwtions." 

An interim reply to the Secretary-Gen
eral 's proposal was delivered by Ambassador 
Goldberg on March 15, and the definitive 
U.S. reply was given to the Secretary-Gen
eral by Ambassador Goldberg on March 18. 

The U.S. reply of March 18, after recall
ing approaches made to Hanoi over a period 
of m onths to end the conflict in Viet-Nam, 
stated : 

" . .. the United States accept s the three
step proposal in the Aide Memoire of the 
Secretary-General of 14 March 1967 envisag
ing : (a) a general stand -still truce; (b) pre
liminary talks; (c) reconvening of the 
Geneva Conference. 

"The United States believes it would be 
desirable and contributory to serious nego
tiations if an effective cessation of hostili
ties , as the first element in the three-point 
proposal, could be promptly negotiated. 

" I t would, therefore, be essential that the 
details of such a general cessation of hostili
ties be discussed directly by both sides, or 
throu gh the Secretary-General, the Geneva 
Conference Co-Chairmen or otherwise as may 
be agreed . The United States is prepared 
to enter into such discussions immediately 
and constructively. 

"The United States is also prepared to 
take the next steps in any of the forms sug
gested by the Secretary-General to enter 
into preliminary talk leading to agreement 
as to the modalities for reconvening of the 
Geneva Conference. 

"Of course, the Government of South 
Viet-Nam will have to be appropriately in
volved throughout this entire process. The 
interests and views of our allies would also 
have to be taken fully into account. 

"The United States again expressed its 
appreciation to the Secretary-General for 
his u ntiring efforts to help bring about a 
peaceful settlement and an end to the con
flict in Viet-Nam." 

TIME OF FAMINE 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 

from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous .matter. 

'Dhe SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objootion. 
Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, several 

members of the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee have had the opportunity to 
read the book "Famine, 1975" by Wil
liam and Paul Paddock. This book will 
soon be available in book stores and deals 
with the food population crisis. 

Prof. Raymond Ewell, vice president 
for research of State University of New 
York at Buffalo, at my request has writ
ten to me commenting on the !acts and 
conclusions of the book. I am present
ing the text of his letter at this point in 
the RECORD: 

STATE UNIVERSITY OF 
NEW YORK AT BUFFALO, 
Buffalo, N.Y., May 17, 1967. 

Hon. PAUL FINDLEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. FINDLEY: Following upon our 
conversation in the Rayburn Building on 
May 15, I am about 95% in agreement With 
the facts and conclusions in the soon-to-be
published book, "Famine-1975 !" by William 
and Paul Paddock. I am quite familiar With 
many of the countries discussed in this book, 
including India, Pakistan, Philippines, Egypt, 
Peru and others, and I believe the Paddocks' 
conclusions are sound and as accurate as 
looking-into-the-future can be. 

The basic conclusion in this book is that 
Widespread starvation Is coming In many 
countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America 
within the next 5 to 10 years and that it is 
already too late to prevent this. The best that 
we and the affected countries can do at this 
stage is to try to reduce the impact of this de
veloping situation by speeding up agricul
tural production programs and population 
control programs during t he years immedi
ately ahead. 

The Paddocks call the period beginning 
about 1975 the Time of Famines. This may 
sound somewhat melodramatic, but I believe 
it is an accurate description of what lies 
ahead. As the P-addocks point out, .the Time 
of Famines is likely to last for several decades 
and be accompanied by widespread political . 
turmoil. The United States foreign aid pro
gram and the countries' own self-help pro
grams cannot be expected to have any mas
sive impact on this situation for the next 
five, or even ten years, but these programs 
could have an Important effect in making the 
1980's and the 1990's less turbulent than they 
otherwise would be. 

The parts of the book that I am not in 
complete agreement with the Paddocks are 
(1) that India is beyond saving and (2) the 
inevitab111ty of the United States having to 
apply the "triage" concept to our foreign 
aid. India is going to have a very tough time 
for the next 5 to 10 years. India's present 
programs of population control and agri
cultural development do not seem likely to 
prevent this. But if these programs are ac
celerated in the near future, India could be
gin to improve her situation significantly 
some time between 1975 and 1980. This will 
take a much larger volume of aid from the 
industrialized countries than they have been 
receiving during the past few years. 

To illustrate: I understand our total for
eign aid to Taiwan has been something like 
$3 billion. Since the population of India is 40 
times the population of Taiwan, a propor
tional amount in India would be $120 bil
lion. But our total foreign aid to India has 
been only $8 b1llion, including the heavy 
food aid of the past two ye~rs. Other coun-

tries have given a good deal of aid to India 
also. But altogether it hasn't been enough 
in relation to the magnitude of India's prob
lems. 

The "triage" concept is a brutal approach, 
and I hope and trust that the United States 
will never have to apply this concept to our 
foreign aid program. But our resources, great 
as they are, are nevertheless limited, and 
it is possible that we may come to this 
some day. There is still considerable scope 
for increasing the agricultural output of the 
United States as also there is in Canada, 
Australia, Argentina, U.S.S.R., and some 
other countries. But if we ever do have to 
apply "triage," my prediction is that it would 
lead to a degree of political turmoil never 
before seen in modern history. 

Sincerely yours, 
RAYMOND EWELL, 

Vice President for Research. 

THE TRUTH IS EMERGING FROM 
THE FOG OF FALSE CHARGES 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. QurE] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

'Dhe SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, this body is 

debating an historical issue, the exten
sion of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. 

As the American people have learned 
the past month, the issue has been pur
posely hidden under a smokescreen of 
false assertions about my amendment, 
issued by the administration. Despite the 
false issues injected bito this fundamen
tal debate, the main issue is this: Will 
the Nation continue to vest more and 
more power in Washington, or will be 
begin to return some control of our des
tinies to State and local communities. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to insert a few of 
the many letters, newspaper articles, and 
newspaper editorials that have come to 
my attention. Their tenor is that the 
block-grant approach, embodied in my 
amendment to ESEA, is superior to t.he 
present approach. 

The following letter appeared in the 
St. Paul, Minn., Dispatch for May 13, 
1967: 

QUIE'S APPROACH 
ST. PAUL. 

Why are many of the proponents of the so
called "creative federalism" complaining so 
loudly about Rep. Quie's proposal to let the 
states decide (With final government approv
al) where the federal funds for education 
should be spent? If they would read a recent 
speech by Rep. MacGregor. I would think 
that they could even be convinced that Rep. 
Quie's bill makes sense. 

According to MacGregor, under the present 
bUl, the 10 wealthiest counties in the U.S. 
receive 3.3 million more in aid for education 
than the 10 poorest counties. Even more in
credible the poor counties contained 48,000 
"impoverished" children, 12,000 more than 
the wealthiest. The school districts in Mac
Gregor's district, even though getting 20 per 
cent of the total state aid which is allotted 
according to income, received only three per 
cent of the federal aid paid to the state. 
Equally amazing were such situations as 
Wayzata and Hopkins which ranked 13 and 
18 in priority for state .a.icl being ranked 3 
and 4 for federal priority. 
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Rep. Quie should be congratulated for his 
constructive approach in solving the present 
chaos existing in federal aid to education, 
which Rep. MacGregor has characterized in 
the title of his speech-"Robin Hood in Re
verse." 

T. W. CARLSON. 

A growing number of newspapers are 
presenting a balanced view of the de
bate. Among them is the Minneapolis, 
Minn., Star, which published the follow
ing article on May 5, 1967: 
QUIE SAYS PLAN WOULD NoT SHORTCHANGE 

PAROCHIAL OR DEPRIVED PUPILS 
(By Walter Johnson) 

Could a state shortchange parochial school 
pupils and teachers, if the "Quie plan" re
vising federal aid to education were passed? 

No, says Rep. Albert Quie, R-Minn., whose 
proposed amendment to the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act is giving heartburn 
to the administration. 

Actually, says Quie, the administration is 
deliberately distor,ting his suggestions. He 
says, for instance, that the amendment 
would not reduce the program for deprived 
children, as is claimed. Quie says this about 
his proposal : 

"At least 50 per cent of the funds in any 
state must be used for special programs for 
educationally deprived children in which ar
rangements for the participation of children 
enrolled in private (parochial) schools must 
be included; in fact, our amendment spells 
out the extent of such arrangements more 
fully than does the language of the present 
ESEA ... 

"Also, at least 7 per cent of such funds 
must be used for the provision of textbooks 
and other instructional materials for the ;use 
of pupils and teachers in ooth public and 
private schools. Under our amendment, un
like ESEA, such materials could include 
laboratory and other instructional equipment 
on a loan basis for the use of private school 
pupils and teachers." 

Against the claim his plan would run into 
state constitutional barriers, Quie says it 
provides a "by-pass" mechanism, similar to 
that in the school lunch program, in which 
the U.S. commissioner would arrange for 
such loans of textbooks, materials and equip
ment in the state on an equitable basis from 
the funds allotted to that state. 

The block grants, in the Quie plan, would 
include Title I, special programs for educa
tionally deprived children; Title II, text
books and library resources; Title III, sup
plemental educational centers, and Title V, 
aid to state educational ag~ncies (Title VI
assistance for the education of handicapped 
children-would be continued as a separate 
program exactly as proposed in the commit
tee b1ll, Quie says. Title IV is an amendment 
to the co-operative Research Act and is also 
unaffected). 

So instead of discontinuing the programs 
authorized by these titles, Quie says, the 
amendment would extend authority for them 
on a continuing basis, rather than for a 
year or two as proposed in .the committee 
bill, but "each state would be free to estab
lish its own priorities for the use of funds 
among these programs, and have added flexi
bility to devise new programs to meet needs 
not anticipated in ESEA." 

This would be done through a single state 
plan submitted to the U.S. commissioner of 
education, rather than through a whole 
series of separate applications. 

He scoffs at the idea that the inner city 
schools of some major urban areas, or of im
poverished rural schools, might be treated 
unfairly. Actually, he claims, the distribution 
of funds within each state would be far more 
responsive to urgent educational needs than 
under the existing act "which tends to scat
ter funds into every school district." 

The amendment, he said would require that 
the state plan for the use of the funds "con
tains assurances that the highest priority in 
the use of the funds will be given to local 
educational agencies which are experiencing 
the greatest educational difficulties because 
of such factors as heavy concentrations of 
economically and culturally deprived chil
dren, rapid increases in school enrollment 
which overwhelm the financial resources of 
a local educational agency, and geographic 
isolation and economic depression in certain 
areas of the state." 

The U.S. commissioner of education would 
have final approval, and, says Quie, simply 
would not approve a state plan which ignored 
such factors in the distribution of funds. 

Quie also makes the point that this isn't 
any particularly new approach. The state 
plan device has operated for 40 years, he 
says, in distributing funds under the Voca
tional Education Act, and for nearly 10 years 
under the National Defense Educa,tion Act, 
as well as under a host of other federal pro
grams. Actually, he points out, it is the de
vice used under ESEA for Titles II, V and VI. 

As my colleagues are well aware, for 
a time some weeks ago the attacks on my 
amendment by national columnists 
reached unusual proportions. For ex
ample, in a single day I was attacked by 
no less than three columnists. Despite 
these often personal attacks, I believe the 
truth has been transmitted to the pe::>ple 
of the Nation through such arti.cles as 
the following, which appeared on May 14, 
1967, in the Chicago Tribune: 
REPRESENTATIVE QUIE LEARNS THAT A JOHNSON 

"TORNADO" Is A REAL ARM TWISTER-CALLED 
SABOTEUR OF EDUCATION LEGISLATION 
WASHINGTON, May 13 .-A dairy farmer from 

Minnesota has suddenly found himself thrust 
into the eye of a violent tornado that is 
bringing the first real test of administration 
strength in the 90th Congress. 

The almost frightening power of an agi
tated White House, obviously fearful of de
feat, has been brought to bear against Rep. 
Albert Quie (R .. Minn.), the author and 
sponsor of the Quie amendment to the ad
ministration's elementary and secondary edu
cation act. 

Attacks against Quie by President Johnson 
and top administration officials were joined 
this week by several syndicated columnists 
and network commentators. 

DESCRmED AS CRAFTY 
One described him as "crafty" and char

acterized his amendment as a "ripper 
amendment" to the education act. Another 
accused him of "trying to sabotage federal 
aid to education," and a third described the 
Quie amendment as "a hooby trap." 

Quie, a mild-mannered man of 43, whose 
first love was soil chemistry before he be
came interested in politics, is not bothered 
by the attacks. 

"These people don't want to look at the 
merits of the legislation, but are just inter
ested in discrediting us personally," he 
said. 

AMENDMENT IS SUBSTITUTE 
Quie's amendment, in effect a substitute 

for the administration bill, would consolidate 
four categorical aid programs for elementary 
and secondary schools into one single grant 
with each state handling the money and di
viding it among its school districts. 

The administration plan would extend 
present programs, which provide aid directly 
from the federal office of education to the 
individual school districts. 

Floor action on the bill has been delayed 
by the Democratic leadership three times. 
But it will be brought to the floor May 22. 
Democratic leaders had admitted they were 
"not sure we have the votes." 

CITES ADMINISTRATION MUSCLE 
Quie, a political realist, is not boasting of 

a sure victory. "When you see the kind of 
muscle they [the administration 1 display, 
it's impossible to be too confident." 

The attack against the Republican meas
ure, and against Quie personally, has been 
led by President Johnson, who accused the 
Republicans of playing partisan politics with 
the education of our children and of "re
viving ancient and bitter feuds between 
church and public school leaders." 

The President's attack was supplemented 
by similar cha.rges from top cabinet level 
officials and from Harold Howe, commis
sioner of education. 

Rep. Charles Goodell [R., N.Y.] is Quie's 
ally on the House education and labor com
mittee. Quie has been "subjected to the full 
force of the Johnson juggernaut," he said. 

CALLS IT UNSETTLING 
"To come under the full blast of the . . . 

Johnson juggernaut is an unsettling experi
ence to say the least," said Goodell. 

Republicans have denied charges that the 
legislation would cut off aid to parochia. 
schools and insist it would actually remove 
some restrictions now imposed against pro
viding funds for private institutions. 

Quie, a navy pilot during World War II, 
said he is "anxious to get out there and 
fight the battle" on the floor of the House. 
"It's hard to get any of my other work done 
anymore," he complained. "I seem to spend 
all my time putting out fires of misinforma
tion that the administration starts." 

RISES IN RANK 
Quie has risen steadily among Republican 

lawmakers during his 10 years in the House 
stnd now is the second ranking Republican 
on the education committee. His amendment, 
and its apparent chances for succees, has 
made him the symbol of resistance to the 
Great Society, a program that President 
Johnson is not about to see damaged with
out a fight. 

Altho active on the education committee 
since 1959, Quie tasted his first national fame 
in 1965, when he exposed a program, hailed 
by the administration as a chance for poor 
students to work in the post-otflce depart
ment, as actually an opportunity for more 
political patronage. 

He revealed that about one-third of the 
8,000 hired came from well-to-do families 
with political connections. 

But that scrap couldn't compare with his 
present battle. 

CHANGES HIS MAJOR 
Quie had little idea of the road that lay 

ahead when he was first exposed to politics 
as a student at St. Olaf college in North
field, Minn. He became active in the Young 
Republicans group there and changed his 
major from soil chemistry to political science. 

After college, he returned to the fainily 
farm near Dennison, a farming community 
of about 150 persons, 60 miles northwest of 
Rochester. He stayed on the farm, even after 
being elected state senator in 1954, and 
moved off only after being elected to Con
gress in a special election in February, 1958. 

"We stUI milk 48 cows on the farm," he 
said. "We have a renter living on it." 

While still in college, which was only 17 
miles from his home, Quie was named to 
the board of a one-room rural school district. 
He was the prime mover in getting it con
solidated with an adjacent district to pro
vide better educational fac111ties for the 
students. 

"Education has always been my main in
terest," said Quie, a remarkably candid legis
lator who could hardly be called "crafty" 
by anyone who knew him. "I really believe 
we'll solve more of our probleins in the 
world thru education than any other way. 

"And education is, of course, the respon-
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sibility of the government, at some level," 
he said. 

UPROAR SURPRISES HIM 
Quie admits surprise at the uproar that 

his amendment has caused. "I offered prac
tically the same amendment to the educa
tion bill last year," he explained. "It was 
defeated on the floor. But there was no great 
uprising about it." 

"Of course, we did have an election last 
fall, which showed that the mood of the 
country has changed," he continued. "Now 
that we have a chance to get this basic 
philosophy of state control written into the 
law, I suppose we should have expected 
the administration to oppose it on all 
fronts." 

The following article appeared in the 
Washington Star for May 14, 1967: 
LEADs FIGHT oN ScHooL AID BILL: GOP's 

QUIE-A STUDY IN CONTRASTS 
(By Shirley Elder) 

Al Quie is either a scoundrel or a savior; 
either out to wreck the Johnson administra
tion's massive school aid program or to pre
serve the educational integrity of the states; 
either a political opportunist or a devoted 
worker for the spread of learning. 

He says he's a farmer. 
But he also says he has been interested in 

both education and politics since college 
days when a chance meeting with campus 
Young Republicans drew him away from soil 
chemistry and into political science. 

Quie, a Minnesotan in his sixth House 
term, does look a little like a farmer. He 
could just as easily be an oarsman for the 
Harvard crew. He is tall and lean and tanned 
and sort of earnest-looking. 

LEADS THE CHARGE 
And he is, right now, in the middle of one 

of the hottest congressional fights of the 
year, leading the charge against President 
Johnson's proposed $3.3 billion extension 
of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act. 

Qu1e has offered an amendment to the 
bill that would change the direction of the 
entire program. Existing projects still would 
be financed, he is quick to explain, but 
basic decisions would be made by state 
schools oftlcials instead of the federal govern
ment's Oftlce of Education. 

The "Quie Bill," formally unveiled April 
20, attracted so much attention and support 
so quickly that House Democratic leaders 
were fearful. 

The President attacked the Quie bill. 
Majority Leader Carl Albert of Oklahoma at
tacked the bill. Rep. Carl Perkins of Ken
tucky, chairman of the House Education and 
Labor Committee, Educational associations 
attacked it. The Catholics attacked it. And 
still, at the end of three weeks, there was 
some question of which side had the votes, 
Quie or the administration. 

"Finally," Quie said, "they had to resort 
to personal attacks." 

Quie came to Congress in 1958 at the age 
of 34. He served three years in the state sen
ate and, while still commuting between the 
Quie family's 240-acre Long Furrow Farm 
and St. Olaf College, he was a member of the 
local school board. It was not too demanding 
an assignment, he says. There was only one 
school with one room, but it was a start. 

His home district in the southwest corner 
of Minnesota is largely rural although it 
contains some suburbs of Minneapolis. The 
largest city is Rochester and the Quie farm, 
now run by tenants, is near Dennison. The 
farm has 48 cows. 

As if to keep contact with his farm back
ground, Quie has an oversized calendar from 
the Farmer's State Bank in Hope, Minn., on 
a wall of his oftlce. It is curiously out of place 
among the fine modern paintings done by 
the congressman's wife, GTetchen. 

CXIII----847-Part 10 

Quie's congressional life these days is a 
frenzy. There are strategy meetings, an ava
lanche of mail to answer and a series of de
nials to be issued. 

For instance, Quie denies that his bill is 
designed to attract Southern Democratic 
votes with a subtle promise that the ad
ministra.tion's tough desegregation guidelines 
would not be enforced. The Civil Rights Act 
still would be in effect, Quie says, no matter 
which party's education plan is enacted. In 
the quiet of his office, however, Quie says he 
expects the Southerners to stick with him. 

CITES BYPASS PROVISION 
Quie also denies his bill would cut off 

funds to private and paroch}al schools by 
channeling federal grants through state 
agencies, which are sometimes inclined (and 
sometimes legally-bound) to limit public 
funds to public schools. Quie says his pro
posal contains the same "bypass" language 
as the administration bill. In both cases, 
money for private and parochial schools 
would be handed out by a local agency act
ing as an intermediary between the federal 
government and the private school. 

Quie denies his bill would mean less money 
for many states and for poor ·Childr.en any
where. On the contrary, he says, the bill 
provides more money for everyone. 

Quie says his bill would ease the "burden
some paperwork" demanded by existing fed
eral programs. Basic decisions would be 
made at the st&te level, not in Washington, 
although projects now underway would con
tinue. 

Education aside, the Quie bill offers Re
publicans a first real chance to challenge 
President Johnson's Great Society. 

Republicans already are eyeing the anti
poverty program, labor bills, federal-state 
tax sharing and Opportunity Crusade. The 
"crusade" is a plan drafted by Quie and 
Rep. Charles Goodell, R-N.Y., to involve 
private industry in the antipoverty effort. 

"If we win this first fight," Quie says, "it 
will set a pattern for the 90th Congress. Peo
ple flock to join a winner." 

I also wish to include an editorial from 
my hometown newspaper. It appeared in 
the Northfield, Minn., News for May 11, 
1967: 

QUIE'S EDUCATION PROPOSAL MAKES SENSE 
The educational proposal of Minnesota's 

First District congressman, Albert H. Quie, 
has been attacked from several sources, most 
notably by the Johnson administration-but 
the House bill makes sense to us. 

The bill would extend the 1965 Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, but there 
would be some changes made. The Quie plan 
would grant federal aid to states in blocks
general aid-rather than for specific pur
poses-categorical aid with certain guide
lines. The state departments of education 
would then pretty much determine how the 
aid would be distributed within the state, 
Congressman Quie and his Republican sup
porters feeling that the state departments 
have far more insight into the actual and 
comparative needs within their states than 
can anyone in Washington. 

A check with John H. Longstreet, super
intendent of Northfield schools, revealed that 
he believes the plan would operate well. "It's 
the fair way of doing it," he said, and added 
that the plan would eliminate great amounts 
of "red tape" in addition to being more fair 
to small districts within a state. 

Northfield's city engineer, Karl Burandt, 
who has been involved in applying for dif
ferent types of federal grants for the city of 
Northfield in the past few years, heartily 
endorsed the principle of the Quie proposal. 

He drew a parallel, showing how effective 
Northfield's efforts have been in obtaining 
grants for necessary utilities and city plan
ning when federal funds have been allocated 
through the state's Department of Health; 

and how difficult, even impossible it has been 
to obtain a federal grant for a necessary 
sanitary sewer when the grant would be of 
the categorical type. 

The Minnesota Department of Education 
supports the Quie proposal, the commissioner 
evidently feeling that the department could 
do an adequate job with the funds. The 
Minneapolis school administration firmly 
opposes the bill, clearly expressing the opin
ion that the metropolitan schools would not 
receive as much aid as they now get should 
the Quie bill be adopted. Large cities can, 
of course, afford to lobby effectively for hunks 
of the federal pie. Minneapolis claims to be 
in dire financial need, but so are some of the 
outstate areas. 

Although the bill has been under the at
tack of some church groups, Mr. Quie has 
repeatedly asserted that it would in no way 
reduce federal aid to private school students. 

In a statement made Monday, Mr. Quie 
said that the primary purpose of the bill 
is "to save local educators from the deluge 
of paper work which now engulfs them. It 
would give states and local communities a 
voice in setting priorities of their own edu
cational needs, rather than depending as 
much on the United States Cominissioner of 
Education." 

He said that the amendment would not 
reduce aid to needy large school districts 
or to needy small school districts. "It would 
not weaken civil rights guide lines nor does 
it strengthen civil rights guide lines. It does 
not reduce aid for private school children," 
he asserted. 

I also want to include an editorial 
which gets to the heart of the debate as 
it states: 

At issue is a simple question: Who shall 
decide how Federal funds for education will 
be spent in each state? The Federal govern
ment or the State Government? 

The editorial appeared in the Colum
bus, Ga., Enquirer for May 4, 1967: 

WHO CONTROLS SCHOOL AID? 
The future course of state and federal au

thority in this nation could well be deter
mined by a debate now going on in the U.S. 
House. 

At issue is a simple question: Who shall 
decide how federal funds for education will 
be spent in each state? The federal govern
ment or the state government? 

President Johnson 'strongly opposes a Re
publican effort to change his federal school 
aid law so that states would assume control 
of how the federal money is spent. 

Harold Howe, U.S. commissioner of educa
tion, whose office supervises the funds at 
present, says the Republican amendment 
"raises serious questions about the continuity 
of major reforms in education launched by 
the Congress two years ago." 

The Office of Education naturally wants to 
retain control. Its spokesmen say that if con
trol passed to the individual state legisla
tures, there would be no assurance that dis
advantaged children would receive the bulk 
of benefits; no guarantee that special pro
grams such as the Teachers Corps and Head 
Start would be continued; and that it would 
even be possible for the states to reduce their 
own education budgets and substitute the 
federal money, with the schools realizing no 
additional funds. 

Catholic leaders also oppose the state con
trol bill because they fear some states would 
refuse to share federal funds with parochial 
pupils as is being done under the present 
supervision. 

Rep. Albert Quie, Republican of Minnesota 
is sponsoring the state control amendment, 
and he has overwhelming backing from his 
own party, plus considerable support from 
Southern Democrats. 

His proposal provides that the federal gov
ermnent make "block grants" to each state, 
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with the only requirement being that at least 
50 per cent of funds be spent on "deprived" 
school districts. 

Commissioner Howe charges that the 
"block grant" method would reduce the 
amount of money going to the poorer states, 
particularly those in the South, because a 
smaller percentage of the total amount would 
be earmarked for "deprived" districts. 

The National Education Association, which 
was instrumental in securing passage of the 
first federal education fund act, and strongly 
supports federal financing, has expressed 
mixed emotions about the Quie amendment. 

The Republican bill would not repeal the 
eduoation act, NE'A pointed out in its weekly 
news bulletin, "but it would severely limit 
the role played by the federal government 
in its administration. 

"The states would be required to continue 
programs launched under the Act, but in a 
manner they saw fit, with the federal in
volvement primarily that of dispensing the 
money." 

NEA admits that many school administra
tors like the idea of the block grants be
cause it would reduce the voluminous 
paper work now necessary to qualify for and 
attain the federal money. About all some 
school officials have time to do at present is 
fill out forms for the gover~ment, and ex
plain to federal inspectors how each dollar 
is being spent. 

It might be assumed that Georgia's House 
delegation is all for the Quie plan. But that's 
not the case. They pay the usual allegiance 
to the principle of states rights and au
thority, but a report this week indicated they 
are "torn between" the two plans because 
they believe Georgia will get more money 
under the administration program. 

Jack Nix, Georgia superintendent of edu
cation, told the delegation Monday that he 
hopes a compromise can be achie\'ed, but 
that he would be "willing to stand a loss" 
of some funds in exchange for increased 
state control. 

The administration, of course, proceeds on 
the theory that money will buy anything, 
and usually that theory stands up. 

But this debate now going on in the 
House is the key to future state-federal rela
tionships, and to how tax money is to be dis
tributed for the benefit of all citizens. · 

The elimination of endless red tape, and 
the restoration of state control of all educa
tion funds are worthy goals. 

If Georgia's congressmen believe in those 
goals they will support the Quie amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been said that 
"education transcends partisan politics." 
In the light of what has happened in the 
past month, it would be more accurate 
to say that "education should transcend 
partisan politics." 

Unfortunately, education has not as
sumed its rtghtful place-free from the 
pressures and the counterpressures that 
men exert to gain partisan advantages. 
In recent weeks the present administra
tion has descended to a low level to save 
face. The Great Society architects have 
resorted to any means to save .their pro
grams that have proven to be hastily 
drawn. 

I am referring to the national cam
paign that the Johnson administration 
has launched to discredit my bill, H.R. 
8983. It would amend the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 to con
tinue authorized programs after June 30, 
1968, through block grants to the States. 
I have introduced this amendment with 
one purpose in mind, to improve the 
quality of education for many of our 
school pupils. The administration has de
liberately misinterpreted my reasons .for 

introducing H.R. 8983, because it be
lieves the amendment is a challenge to 
the Great Society. 

The administration gives itself away, 
It admits that many of the programs that 
it has foisted upon the American people 
were ill conceived. Many programs have 
cost taxpayers millions of dollars a year 
and have returned to them few real bene
fits. The administration knows that many 
of its programs can withstand neither 
the test of time nor close scrutiny. The 
administration has employed ruthless 
tactics to shift the focus away from the 
merits, or lack of merits, in what it of
fers. These tactics have roused fear in 
the hearts of millions of Americans. The 
administration has shown no mercy. 

Millions of parents of private school 
children have been misled into believing 
the adoption of the block grant plan 
would mean the end of aid for their stu
dents. This is not true. The administra
tion knows this is not true. But the stakes 
are high. The Pres!dent's prestige and 
programs must be saved at all costs,· even 
at the cost of playing upon the emotions 
of millions of men and women. 

Millions have been told the adoption 
of the amendment would mean their 
chil.dren would be denied equal educa
tional opportunities, that racial discrim
ination would find millions of Negro 
youngsters denied educational benefits 
that are rightfully theirs. This is not 
true. The administration knows this is 
not true. 

B 'lt to an administration in whom the 
American people have shown an increas
ing lack of faith-to an administration 
that seeks "greatness" above all else
wh~t does all of this matter? 

The President has bitterly, and I must 
say, unfairly attacked my modified block
grant approach to Federal aid to school 
children. The basic question is: Should 
the U.S. Commissioner of Education gain 
more and more control over educational 
decisions? May I remind my colleagues 
there was a time when the President was 
vitally concerned with centralized con
trol of education. For example, in August 
of 1958, in the debate over the National 
Defense Education Act, the President, 
then in the U.S. Senate, said: 

We do not want to encase our system in 
a totalitarian mold. Americans value deeply 
the traditional system under which the con
trol of education will be in the hands of the 
local people who are affected. They rightly 
do not want to abandon that system. We are 
looking for a way through which help could 
be extended without the control of Federal 
bureaucracy. 

Those were the words of the President 
in 1958. 

My amendment to ESEA does just 
what the President spoke for in 1958. 
Under NDEA, as you know, each State 
adopts a statewide plan which is ap
proved in Washington. That is what we 
propose in ESEA: a statewide plan. As 
the President said while he was in the 
Senate: 

We do not want to encase our system in a 
totalitarian mold. 

Administration . ·education amend
ments have been moving toward cen
tralized control fashioned by the U.S. 
qffice·of Educ~tion, which seeks to make 

most of the decisions in Washington. 
Evidently, President Johnson could see 
the danger of Federal control in 1958, 
while he overlooks the danger in 1967. 

The present law, with vast powers cen
tralized in Washington, wastes untold 
dollars in bureaucratic redtape. Confu
sion and waste are bound to follow when 
some 25,000 school distrtcts must try to 
find out what funds are available in each 
of the three separate categories in titles 
I, II, and III of ESEA. No matter how 
dedicated and brilliant are the Federal 
bureaucrats, they simply cannot under
stand the needs of 25,000 school units. 
My amendment will begin to simplify 
and improve Federal aid to the Nation's 
schoolchildren. It will permit more in
volvement in decisionmaking at the local 
and State levels, where it belongs. · 

Mr. Speaker, I observed that some 
25,000, out of the active 27,000 school 
districts in the Nation, now deal directly 
in some programs with Washington. If 
every one of these districts, under titles 
I, II, and III of ESEA, applied for funds, 
the total number of decisions here would 
be 75,000. 

Let us examine what happens under 
title III. That is to be funded for some 
$240 million next year, at the request of 
the administration. I know that there 
are at least 4,000 districts applying under 
this one title. The Office of Education 
has a grand total of 35 people to process 
the applications, of whom only a half 
dozen are executives who can make 
decisions. 

,No six men can give that many thou
sands of applications sound and careful 
scrutiny, for the average application in
volves no less than 200 man-hours of 
work to prepare. They are not simple re
quests. They are complex. 

To survive this flood of paper, the six 
men "farm out" the requests to some 100 
educational experts known as "readers." 
They do not work directly for the Office 
of Education. They do not coordinate 
their efforts. They work in all parts of the 
nation. As a result, there is no overall di
rection. The end result is a squandering 
of Federal aid funds. 

Even the bureaucrats at last realized 
this could not continue. The Office of 
Education set up eight regional offices, 
supposedly to make decisions. I have been 
told by many educators most decisions 
still have to be bucked up to Washing
ton, leaving the regional offices as an
other useless impediment to progress. 

If the Office of Education believes de
centralization is desirable, and they do 
because they set up the regional offices, 
why does the administration not simply 
join in supporting the Republican ap
proach, the block-grant approach? 

The answer, Mr. Speaker, is that the 
administration does not want the power 
and prestige to slip away from Washing
ton. To be perfectly frank, those who 
have a vested interest in dispensing the 
billions of dollars in Federal aid do not 
want to relinquish the awesome power. 

There is something about power that 
unsettles even the most modest and sen
sible man or woman. As Lord Aoton re
marked, absolute power corrupts ab
solutely. There is no denying that once 
:Power is tasted, it becomes sweet indeed. 
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It is difficult for any man to gracefully 
give up power. 

That is at the heart, I believe, of much 
of the infighting that has gone on since 
my proposal was first announced late in 
April. 

The designers of the Great Society 
sense their power may slip away. They 
are panicking, the John W. Gardners, the 
Harold Howes, and in the war on pov
erty, the Sargent Shrivers. There is a 
parallel here, between the great debate 
over Federal aid for· schoolchildren and 
the coming debate over the war on 
poverty. 

The architects of the Great Society 
sense that the outcome will set the tone 
for the coming debates over the Great 
Society concept of central control from 
Washington. 

As my colleague, the gentleman from 
Ohio, Hon. WILLIAM H. AYRES, SO aptly 
pointed out last week, the administra
tion's bill is the most unfair in history. 
Because of the inequities in title I of 
the .present act, the rich get richer and 
the poor get poorer. Some of the very 
schools which can best afford to care 
for their disadvantaged children, get the 
most money from the Federal Govern
ment. Let us compare two school dis
tricts. One i$ New Rochelle, N.Y., which 
spends $896 a year on each pupil. This 
district can be fairly said to be compar
atively wealthy, able to care for its own 
poor and disadvantaged. The other is 
Breathitt County, Ky., which spends only 
$285 a year per pupil. Under title I of the 
present act, however, New Rochelle re
ceives $321,000 a year for 817 poor chil
dren. Breathitt County, Ky., receives 
only $340,00 a year for 2,125 poor chil
dren. 

These inequities were uncovered in a 
penetrating series of editorials which 
appeared in the Boston Herald between 
January 2 and February 10, 1967, titled 
"The Rich Get Richer." It follows then 
that the poor get poorer. 

Let us examine what happens as a 
result of this unfair distribution of aid 
under title I. · 

·New Rochelle already had a full staff 
of remedial reading teachers, psychi
atrists, and social workers before title I 
was enacted, yet the schools received 
$321,000 a year. The money issued, 
among other things, for Polaroid cam
eras and slide projectors, certainly not 
among the most desperately needed of 
educational tools. 

Look now at Breathitt County in Ken
tucky. Most schools in the district are 
one-room schoolhouses without indoor 
plt.unbing. The $340,000 was used for free 
breakfasts for the large number of chil
dren who are suffering from malnutri
tion and to hire several high school 
teachers. · But Breathitt County has no 
money left over for anything else, much 
less to purchase Polaroid cameras. 

The writer of the series of editorials 
could only conclude: "This allocation 
procedure does not m~ke sense," ·a senti
Il.lent with which I most certainly agree. 

My · .amendment would cor.reat sucb 
inequities. It allocates funds on the basis 
of the number of school-age children, 
with an equalizing factor based on the 
State personal income per school-age 
child, a much fairer formula. My amend-

ment would permit each State to zero 
in on areas of educational need, where 
educationally deprived children are 
located. 

Our forefathers, in constructing the 
Constitution, wisely separated the 
powers among the three branches, legis
lative, executive, and judicial. As they 
understood the separation, the executive 
was to execute-to carry out the laws 
passed by the legislative branch, the 
Congress. 

·In the past 6 years, under both Presi
dents Kennedy and Johnson, the separa
tion of powers has been unbalanced. The 
executive has increasingly taken over the 
legislative work of the Congress. Now, 
the executive actually prepares nearly 
finished laws which the Congress is ex
pected to rubberstamp. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to point out the 
ultimate result of the erosion of the 
power of the Congress. The present ad
ministration has come to believe it is 
allwise. It believes that it has only to 
propose and the Congress will rubber
stamp. 

Furthermore, because the present ad
ministration, as it proudly states, "wrote 
the present Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act," the President and his 
colleagues take an inordinate interest 
in its continuation. Elementary an,d Sec
ondary Education Act, we are told, is the 
President's greatest achievement within 
the Great Society structure. 

The result? Let the minority propose 
to aid education in another manner, as 
we have done in the Republican block
grant plan, and the reaction from the 
other end of Pennsylvania A venue is 
extreme. 

The President is piqued that anyone 
should be so bold as to propose another 
path to aid our schoolchildren. They are 
assailed by · a host of false allegations. 
We are, at least by indirection, accused 
of being anti-Negro. We are accused of 
being against Federal aid to education. 
We are accused of deviously planning to 
take funds from poor States to give to 
rich States; of robbing Southern States 
for the benefit of Northern States; or 
craftily setting in motion a plan to strip 
funds . from large cities for the benefit 
of small towns. 

These charges, plainly false if the 
amendment is examined, in turn are re
peated by national columnists. They 
have not taken the time to read and un
derstand the Republican amendment. 

Most deplorable, the delicate church
state issue has been deliberately injected 
into the debate. My colleagues are all too 
familiar with the extraordinary vol
ume elicited by this false assertion. 

The ·reason for this smokescreen of 
false assertions is this: We are propos
ing to take another road to Federal aid 
for the Nation's schoolchildren. We are 
trying to improve on his bill, his pri
vate creation. We dare to oppose his will. 
For that, we are assailed by a storm of 
false allegations. 

Why? Is it because i.t would tarnish 
the record of the Great Society? In all 
frankness, which comes first: The wel
fare of our schoolchildren or the record of 
the Great Society? 

We who support the block-grant plan 
are as sincerely interested in the welfare 

of schoolchildren as are those who sup
part the administration method, the 
categorical grant method. 

This is the outcome when the execu
tive writes legislation and expects it to 
be rubberstamped by the Congress. These 
laws are no longer creations of the House 
and Senate. They are the handiwork of 
the executive. If this trend continues 
much longer, we will not remain three 
coequal branches of government. We will 
evolve into a 2¥2-branch Government, 
with the executive wagging an appendage 
once known as the Congress. 

My colleagues, before we vote on this 
measure, I urge you to consider carefully 
our role as spelled out in the Constitu
tion. 

We are coequal with the other two 
branches of the Federal Government. We 
must never become a permanent rubber
stamp. We must never allow ourselves to 
become another department in the exec
utive branch, the department that sub
serviently rubberstamps decisions al
ready made at the other end of that 
broad and beautiful avenue. 

Mr. Speaker, before we vote on the ex
tension of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, let us ponder carefully 
the label "rubberstamp." 

Let us pause. If the executive continues 
to send us prepacked bills for our supine 
approval, if we continue to truckle under 
to every demand of the executive, where 
will it end? 

Will the Congress someday be just an
other department? A department on the 
same level as the Department of Labor or 
the Department of Agriculture? 

Will these great bodies, the House and 
the .Serrate, someday be known as the 
"Department of Legislation"? 

I ask you to earnestly think on this. 
Shall we allow ourselves to be manip

ulated? Shall we stand passively by and 
allow our arms to be twisted whenever 
one of the Great Society programs is 
threatened? 

I think not. 
We will not be manipulated. We will 

stand up to the hidden pressures. We will 
not be subject to the well-known arm
twisting technique. 

A well-known gentleman from Texas, 
late of this Congress, said: 

I am a free man first, a Texan second, next 
a citizen of tne United States and finally, a 
Democrat. 

We are all free men first. Let us act this 
week as free men should always act. Let 
us vote not as Democrats or Republicans 
and not as Representatives from New 
York or California or South Carolina or 
South Dakota. 

Let us vote of deepest convictions. 
Let us support the plan we sincerely 

believe will best aid the schoolchildren, 
especially the poor children, the disad
vantaged children, the children who 
truly need Federal aid. 

Remember the education of children 
when you cast your vote. It is their fu
ture we ·hold in our hands. The school
children should not become the victims 
of political maneuvering. 

DO NOT BLAME THE FARMER 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. ·Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
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from South Dakota [Mr. BERRY] may ex
tend his remarks at ;this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no O'bjection. 
Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, the propa

ganda campaign to blame the American 
farmer for rising food costs and higher 
food prices is being renewed. The facts, 
however, do not back this charge; they 
firmly refute it. 

Even though retail food prices last 
year rose 35 percent above the 1947-49 
average, prices paid to farmers actu
ally were 2 percent below those paid in 
1947-49. 

A good example is wheat. In 1949, 
wheat sold for $2.75 per bushel and bread 
cost only two-thirds of what it costs to
day. Now, as of April 15, the price of 
wheat is $1.55 per bushel, but the price 
of bread has increased by one-third over 
the 1949 , price. This would hardly seem 
to indicate that giving the farmer a fair 
return for his crop means that the con
sumer will be forced to pay higher food 
prices. 

The facts show further that for every 
food dollar we spend, the farmer gets 
only 40 cents which is actually 10 cents 
less than he received two decades ago. 

The farmer does not represent as many 
votes as his city cousin, but this fact 
should not be used as an excuse for blind
ly blaming the farmer for higher food 
costs. 

The U.S. consumer pays less for food 
in comparison to total expenditures than 
in any other nation. But the prices re
ceived by farmers are only 72 percent 
of parity. 

In short, the facts show the U.S. con
sumer is being highly subsidized by the 
farmer, something which should prompt 
more concern from all sectors toward the 
financial plight in rural America. 

LOGAN ACT NEEDS CLARIFICATION 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous oonsent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK] may ex-tend 
his remarks at ·this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

'IIhe SPEAKER pro tempore. Is !Uhere 
objection to the reque·st of 1the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, it will 

be remembered that on February 18-20, 
1965, at the Hilton Hotel in New York 
City, there was held a convocation on 
"Pacem in Terris," the encyclical of Pope 
John XXIII dealing with world peace. 
The convocation was counseled by Pope 
Paul XI that-

such solutions, of course, if based on the 
admirable doctrine of that Papal document, 
will exclude every ostensible remedy which 
ignores the existence and rights of the 
Creator. 

It goes without saying that this advice 
was ignored and the convocation turned 
out to be a blatant political effort to push 
leftwing policies under the guise of a 
moral and religious mantle. The whole 
affair had been arranged by the Center 
for the Study of Democratic Institutions, 

an offshoot of the Fund for the Repub
lic, another left-leaning organization. 
Briefly, stated, the thrust of the con
vocation was to create disunity in reli
gious circles, to unilaterally dismantle 
American military strength, and to with
draw the United States from its com
mitments to defend the free world from 
communism, beginning specifically with 
U.S. withdrawal from Southeast Asia. To 
those who were familiar with the back
ground of the convocation, the under
taking was a monstrous joke in which 
the principle of peace with justice and 
freedom was distorted and degraded. 

Evidently, the propag~nda benefits of 
Pacem in Terris I were worth while, for 
next week, May 28-31, at Geneva, Switz
erland, Pacem in Terris II will take 
place. The following article by the re
spected columnist, Alice Widener, docu
ments thoroughly the backgrounds of 
those here in the United States who will 
participate. I agree with Miss Widener 
that it is high time that the Logan Act 
be explored for possible application in 
this case. If the law is unenforceable, 
then it should be revised to eliminate 
the incredible spectacle of American citi
zens possibly aiding an aggressor to dis
patch more soldiers' coffins home from 
Vietnam. 

I request that the article, "The Funded 
Four Hundred," which appeared in Bar
ron's of May 22, 1967, and which was 
reprinted from the May issue of U.S.A. 
magazine, be inserted in the RECORD at 
this point. 
THE FUNDED FOUR HUNDRED-A NOTE ON 

NEXT WEEK'S "PEACE ON EARTH" MEET
ING IN GENEVA 

(By Alice Widener) 
Are the American people protected by a 

Logan Act? If so, does it protect us from the 
establishment in our country of a private for
eign service in contradistinction to the U.S. 
Government Foreign Service? 

These questions ought to be seriously 
studied and answers found, because the 
forthcoming Pacem in Terris II Convocation 
at Geneva, Switzerland, May 28-31, is an 
exercise in foreign policy sponsored by the 
tax-exempt Fund for the Republic's Center 
for the Study of Democratic Institutions at 
Santa Barbara, Calif., an organization in 
which the executive committee chairman, 
Mr. Harry s. Ashmore, speaks of himself and 
his associaties at the Center in terms of an 
elite intellectual group running what 
amounts to a privately financed foreign 
service "to do what governments ought to be 
doing and ultimately will have to do.", 

It is interesting to compare the substance 
of the Logan Act with the spe<:ific text and 
general context of Mr. Ashmore's remarks. 

The Logan Act, adopted in 1799 and rein
forced by Congress in 1948, never has been 
tested in our courts. It declares that any cit
izen of the United States who, without the 
authority of the U.S., directly or indirectly 
communicates or carries on any correspond
ence or intercourse with any foreign govern
ment, or any officer or agent the·reof, with 
intent to influence the measures or conduct 
of any foreign government or of any officer 
or agent thereof in relation to any disputes 
or controversies with the United states, or 
to defeat the measures of the U.S., shall be 
fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned 
not more than three years or both. 

Last January, Mr. Ashmore went with two 
companions to Hanoi, North Vietnam, to in
vite Ho Chi Minh to attend the Pacem in 
Terris II Convocation. (Pacem in Terris I 
took its title from Pope John XXIII's 

encyclical, was held in New York City in 
February 1965, and was conce·ived and spon
sored by the Fund for the Republic's Center 
at Santa Barbara.) A few days after his re
turn from Hanoi, Mr. Ashmore reported on 
his trip--described as a "mission" in the 
Center Diary-at a dinner in Los Angeles for 
Founding Members of the Center, each of 
whom contributes not less than $1,000 an
nually to it. Excerpts from his extempora
neous talks were edited for publication in the 
Center Diary of March-Alpril 1967. Mr. Ash
more reports about seven days spent in North. 
Vietnam: 

"Toward the end of the week we had a 
private, hour-and-a half conversation with 
Ho Chi Minh, dur~ng which I presented the 
invitation to participate in the Center's Con
vocation in Geneva. The President (Ho) is a 
man of great charm, great sophistication, 
great intelligence." 

Mr. Ashmore also found Ho "quite out
going, quite frank," and said that, "He stated 
the Vietnamese (sic: not North Vietnamese) 
position without any particular rancor." 

Though Gis are fighting and dying in de
fense of U.S. measures for protection of South 
Vietnam from the Hanoi regime's terrorism, 
Mr. Ashmore rates Ho Chi Minh, a man with 
whom he spent only 90 minutes, as tops on 
the worldwide list of statesmen. "I believe 
historically," se.ys Mr. Ashmore, "he will rank 
with Gandhi, and it occurs to me there is 
nobody else around in the world today in 
any country who seems to provide a similar 
blend of spiritual and political power." 

After this encomium, the Center's execu
tive committee chairman got down to Funded 
business: "Our visit to Hanoi, and the possi
bility that the Vietnamese will participate in 
our Geneva Convocation vindicate the faith 
that we have had at the Center in this under
taking which, on its surface, seems a ridic
ulous attempt by a group of private people, 
without any government sanction or govern
ment backing, to do what governments ought 
to be doing and ultimately will have to do. 
We are in the rather absurd position of run
ning what amounts to a privately financed, 
understaffed, and wholly unaccredited foreign 
service." 

There appear to be several things wrong 
with Mr. Ashmore's strangely worded state
ment, which is a mixture of self-depreciation 
and supreme arrogance. The Fund for the 
Republic is financed through tax-exempt 
contributions which subtract from U.S. Gov
ernment revenue money that otherwise would 
be a part of that revenue. Therefore, it is 
questionable whether tax-exempt financing 
can be regarded as "private" financing, for 
it is enjoyed at all Americans' expense. 

The Fund for the Republic was created in 
1953 by an outright grant of $15 million 
from the Ford Foundation. Subsequently, the 
latter publicly disavowed all connection with 
its controversial offspring, a notoriously left
of-center group. On the Fund's paid staff are 
such leftist political activists as W. H. Ferry, 
vice president of the Center, who in 1962 
publicly attacked FBI Director J. Edgar 
Hoover at a Democratic Party meeting in 
such an ugly way that U.S. Attorney General 
Robert F. Kennedy publicly apologized to 
1\Ir. Hoover; Dr. Allan M. Butler, a former 
organizer of the Progressive Party in Massa
chusetts during the Henry ·wallace campaign 
of 1948; Dr. Linus Pauling; Stanley K. 
Sheinbaum, who ran for office in California 
last year on the radical New Left ticket; and 
Harvey Wheeler, a sponsor pf the New Left 
School in Los Angeles. 

Last summer, the Center for the Study 
of Democratic In::>titutions at Santa Barbara 
was the birthplace of the radical National 
Conference for New Politics, a group de
scribed by the New York Times, May 7, 1967, 
as established to help the New Left "win 
political influence." 

According to an official preview in the 
Center Diary, the Geneva Convocation will 
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discuss two political issues, "The Case of 
Vietnam" and "The Case of Germany." The 
essentially political nature of the Convoca
tion is shown in the following statement: 
"Pacem in Terris II is taking place with the 
encouragement of officials at the United Na
tions and in response to the unanimous 
recommendations of a planning conference 
that met at the Palais des Nations in Geneva 
in May 1966. Its purpose is to assemble lead
ing political and intellectual figures from 
countries throughout the world-East and 
West, Communist and non-Communist, 
aligned and unaligned-to examine in prac
tical detail the requirements for nations to 
coexist in peace. Unlike Pacem in Terris I, 
which was attended by some 2,500 people, 
the present Convocation will be limited to 
400 participants, who, in this wholly unof
ficial gathering, will not be limited by the 
necessity of speaking formally on behalf of 
their countries." 

The new Funded Four Hundred will be ad
dressed by two principal "unofficial" speak
ers, both bitterly critical of official U.S. 
policy in Vietnam: Secretary General U 
Thant of the United Nations, and Senator 
J. William Fulbright, chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations. The Center 
Diary claims that "both Vietna,ms" will be 
represented at Geneva, but at this writing 
it is unlikely there will be such dual par
ticipation, and originally, it seems the plans 
were less objective. 

The Republic of Vietnam Embassy in 
Washington, D.C. gave me the following 
statement on May 5: "The Fund for the 
Republic's Center for the Study of Demo
cratic Institutions first invited Ho Chi Minh 
and the National Liberation Movement 
(Viet Cong) leader to the forthcoming Pa
cem in Terris II Convocation in Geneva. No 
invitation was extended to our Government. 
We protested. After our strong protest was 
made, an invitation to our Government was 
extended but no decision has yet been 
reached in Saigon on the -reply of the Re
public of Vietnam." 

Among the 400 private participants . in the 
forthcoming Convocation at Geneva are U.S. 
Senators Joseph S. Clark of Pennsylvania 
and Albert Gore of Tennessee. Together with 
Sen. Fulbright, that makes three U.S. Sena
torial opponents of U.S. policy in Vietnam 
and not a single Senatorial supporter of it. 
Other Americans taking part are J. Kenneth 
Galbraith, chairman of the Americans for 
Democratic Action; Jerome B. Wiesner, Dean· 
of Science, M.I.T.; and Hans J. Morgenthau 
of the University of Chicago--all sentence
first, verdict-afterwards intellectuals on the 
subject of Vietnam. 

Interestingly, almost all the Funded Four 
Hundred invited to attend the Pacem in 
Terris Convocation are members of what the 
Washington Post described, April 2, 1967, as 
"the Liberal Establishment." Instead of liv
ing it up on their private funds, as did the 
old Four Hundred in New York and interna
tional society, the modern Funded Four 
Hundred, many of whom are socialists or 
Communists, have discovered the art of liv
ing it up on tax-exempt funds furnished by 
dead or living capitalists. 

Pacem in Terris !-says the Washington 
Post-was subsidized by several foundations, 
including the Johnson Foundation of Ra
cine, Wis. Pacem in Terris II-continues The 
Post, while raising a question of propriety
will be subsidized by a gift of $400,000 from 
a foundation established by Mr. Bernard J. 
Cornfeld's Investors Overseas Service (!OS), 
an immense Panamanian-chartered financial 
outfit with headquarters in Geneva, which 
operates the Fund of Funds and is currently 
under investigation by the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. Thereby hangs a tale, 
says the Washington Post. 

Under the headline "Peace Parley Financed 
by SEC Target," the Washington Post re
ported about Pacem in Terris II: "The 

Swiss-based Panamanian-chartered syndi
cate known as International Overseas Serv
ices, Ltd., S.A .... will pay most of the con
ference expenses, it will utilize the same 
staff and facilities that it maintains for its 
worldwide business operations to help orga
nize the peace conference .... At a Los An
geles dinner held last February 7, Robert M. 
Hutchins, the Center's president, raised 
about $100,000 in cash to help ... the costs 
of the conference. However, Hutchins and 
the conference chairman, Harry s. Ashmore, 
estimate that their venture will cost at least 
$500,000. The lOS Foundation, the Syndi
cate's charitable trust, will underwrite the 
remaining $400,000 ... " 

The dinner at which Mr. Hutchins raised 
$100,000 in cash was the same occasion on 
which Mr. Ashmore eulogized Ho Chi Minh. 

The lOS Foundation derives its funds from 
5% of net profits set aside from lOS, a global 
network of 80 companies, known in financial 
circles as "The Geneva Syndicate" and op
erating The Fund of Funds, which invests 
in mutual funds in the United States. 

Bernard J. Cornfeld, founder and chief 
executive of lOS, is an American expatriate 
and former Philadelphia social welfare case 
worker who now resides in Geneva. The SEC 
has been investigating the Wall Street deal
ings of the Cornfeld-led investment empire 
for nearly two years. Last year the SEC 
accused lOS of violating U.S. securities laws 
by selling unregistered securities in the 
United States as well as to Americans living 
abroad. "The Fund of Funds would already 
be Ulegal," says the Washington Post, "if it 
operated directly in the United States, where 
a mutual fund is barred from putting more 
than 3 % of its assets into another mutual 
fund." Reliable sources say it is probable the 
lOS, now involved in out-of-court discussions 
with the SEC, will soon come to an arrange
ment in conformity with SEC recommenda
tions. 

The Washington Post says that last Jan
uary, Mr. Morris L. Levinson, a New York 
City businessman and director of the fund 
for the Republic who formerly was finance 
chairman of the Center, recommended to 
Mr. Robert M. Hutchins that Mr. Cornfeld 
might be willing to provide financial aid for 
Pacem in Terris II. A few days later, Mr. 
Levinson learned that former Congressman 
James Roosevelt had resigned from his post 
as U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations 
Economic and Social Council in order to be
come president of lOS Management Co., a 
Bahama-chartered, Swiss-based subsidiary 
that manages The Fund of Funds, Ltd., which 
is incorporated in Canada. Mr. Levinson told 
Mr. Hutchins the news about Mr. Roosevelt, 
and since the latter two were old acquaint
ances, Mr. Roosevelt went to Mr. Cornfeld 
with an appeal to finance Pacem in Terris II. 

The lOS-Fund for the Republic interlock 
then became somewhat more complicated. 
Tne lOS not only contributed money to 
Pacem in Terris II but also contributed pub
lic relations services. Mr. James Roosevelt ap
pears to be acting in an on-and-off-scenes 
capacity, for the Washington Post discovered 
that while his official executive position in 
lOS is not revealed in the Pacem in Terris II 
promotional literature, Mr. Roosevelt will 
serve as secretary-general of the Fund for the 
Republic's Convocation in Geneva. 

In an exclusive story, The Post reported: 
"In a telephone interview from Geneva, 
Roosevelt said: 'Cornfeld has a keen interest 
in social matters. He was a social worker him
self and he's got that kind of a conscience.' 
When Roosevelt was asked whether Cornfeld 
hoped the $400,000 would help to brighten 
an image that might have been tarnished by 
the SEC investigation, he replied, 'That 
never entered our minds. Of course, if it's a 
by-product, we won't be unhappy.' " 

Not explained in this colloquy is how a 
financial enterprise involved in a dispute 
with a U.S. Government agency, the SEC, 

could improve its image by financing an in
ternational conference consisting of partici
pants notoriously opposed to present U.S. 
Government foreign policy. 

It is hard to see how a financier's image 
could be improved by supporting the Fund 
for the Republic's Center for the Study of 
Democratic Institutions. 

There is a tight interlock between the 
Center Staff and the New Left's National 
Conference for New Politics. The Center's 
vice president, W. H. Ferry, and its secretary 
treasurer, Hallock Hoffman, are both on the 
national council of National Conference for 
New Politics. So is Irving F. Laucks, a con
sultant to the Center. The radical activities 
of NCNP are such that The Times carried 
the headline, "Trends of New Left Alarm 
Intellectuals of the .Old." and quoted an Old 
Leftist as saying the New Left is displaying 
"a growing fascination with violence." 

Just exactly how the New Leftists on the 
executive staff of the Fund for the Republic's 
Center reconcile their NCNP activities with 
"peace" in their role as members of a private 
foreign service is not explained. 

The Fund for the Republic's Center at 
Santa Barbara (now the Fund's sole opera
tional activity) denies emphatically that the 
lOS subsidy will in any way infiuence the 
policies or activities. of the group sponsoring 
Pacem in Terris II. The Washington Post 
reports that the Center's "legal network" 
conducted a satisfactory confidential private 
investigation of lOS and of Mr. Cornfeld's 
problems with the SEC. This legal network 
ought to be very well informed, for it is com
posed of top talent. Supreme Court Justice 
William 0. Douglas is board chairman of the 
Fund for the Republic, a consultant to the 
Center, and a fund raiser for it. There has 
been considerable discussion of the propriety 
in his triple role. Now that lOS has entered 
into the Funded picture there is even more 
discussion of Justice Douglas' intimate con
nection with the Fund for the Republic. 

There is no doubt that the Center's pri
vate foreign service is closely in touch with 
foreign governments and agents and officials 
thereof. The Center Diary for March-April 
says that as of press time, the following per
sons had accepted invitations to be panel 
members at Pacem in Terris II: Chief S. 0. 
Adebo, Permanent Representative of Nige
ria at the United Nations; Vladimer Bakaric, 
Member, Federal Assembly, Yugoslavia; Hu
bert Beuve-Mery, manager, Le Monde (Paris 
newspaper); Lord Chalfont, Minister of 
State for Foreign Affairs, United Kingdom; 
M. J. Desai, former director, Indian Foreign 
Service, East-West Institute, Hawaii; Sen. 
J. William Fulbright; Galo Plaza, former 
President of Ecuador; Josef Hromadka, 
Dean, Comenius Faculty, Prague, Czecho
slovakia; David Horowitz, Governor, Bank of 
Israel; M:asamichi Inoki, professor of polit
ical science, University of Kyoto, Japan; 
N. N. Inozemtsev, Director, Institute of 
World Economics and International Rela
tions, Academy of Sciences, USSR; Thanat 
Khoman, Foreign Minister of Thailand; Paul 
Lin, professor of history, McGill University; 
M. D. Mill1onshch1kov, Vice President, USSR 
Academy of Sciences; Nugroho, Department 
of Foreign Aft'airs, Indonesia; Abdul Rah
man Pazhwak, UN General Assembly Presi
dent, Rep. of Afghanistan to UN; Chester 
A. Ronning, former canadian High Com
missioner in India; Princess Moun Sou
vanna Phouma, Laos; Willy Spuhler, Fed
eral Councillor, Switzerland; Arsene Usher 
Assouan, Minister of Foreign Aft'airs, Repub
lic of Ivory Coast; Secretary General U Thant 
of United Nations. 

Concerning the foregoing list, it is signifi
cant that Inozemtsev of the Soviet Union 
is now an official consultant to the Center 
for the Study of Democratic Institutions. 

Among the persons listed by the Ce;nter 
Diary as having accepted tnvttatlon to Pacem 
in Terris II are such noted Communists as 
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physicist Leopold Infeld and Adam Schaff 
of Poland, and such noted Socialists as Pietro 
Nenni of Italy and Pastor Martin Niemoller 
of West Germany, who recently won.a Lenin 
Peace Prize. 

Judging by the Diary preview ·of Pacem 
in Terris II, it is not unreasonable to pre
dict that all the force of the Funded Four 
Hundred's left-of-center propaganda will be 
hurled against the United States from a 
Geneva launching site. It is quite likely that 
Vice President Hubert Humphrey will again 
have tears in his eyes at the image of our 
country presented to the world by a vocal 
minority of Americans abroad. After all, we 
at home know what to expect from Sen. 
J. William Fulbright: But when he presides 
over sessions of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, the substance of his remarks can 
be challenged by witnesses from our State 
Department and the U.S. Foreign Service. 
In Geneva, however, it is most unlikely that 
there wm be present an accredited U.S. Gov
ernment otll.cial or even private citizen to 
challenge his deliberately soft-spoken but 
highly intemperate remarks. 

Can any nation tolerate the existence of 
a private foreign service dealing with a 
Funded Four Hundred aiming at control over 
foreign policy and international diplomacy? 

Are Americans ·actually protected by a 
Logan Act which Wisely forbids citizens of 
the United States to carry on any correspond
ence or intercourse with any otll.cer or agent 
of a foreign government in relation to dis
putes or controversies with the United States, 
or to defeat measures of our country? 

If Americans are not protected by it, then 
it is high time for us to discover that we 
are not. If we are so protected, then it is 
more than high time for the Logan Act to be 
tested in our courts to determine whether 
the Funded Fb~r Hundred are viC?la.tlng lt. 

CONGRESSMAN WHALEN INTRO
DUCES A RESOLUTION FOR THE 
CREATION OF A WORLD FREE 
TRADE ASSOCIATION 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. WHALEN] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the REcoRD and 
include extraneous matter. · 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Speaker, !'week ago 

today, the Kennedy round tariff negotia
tions were concluded successfully. After 
over 4 years, the ·representatives of 53 
nations, which account for 80 percent of 
the world's trade, -participated in this 
accord. 

The results, according to Eric Wynd
ham White, director .. general of the Gen
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
GATT-are "of far· greater magnitucle 
than those obtained in ahy previous trade 
negotiations." . 

The goal of tariff reduction is to 
achieve a more effective utilization of in
ternational productive resources. This, in 
turn, improves living standards, both 
domestically and globally. Thus, the 
GATT agreement represents a significant 
move toward the attainment of a long
range, worldwide prosperity. 

Despite the succe~ful outcome of the 
Kennedy round, several trade policy 
issues remain unresolved: 

First, coordination of · national agri
cultural policies has not been a.chieved. 

Second, only limited trading opportu
nities exist for underdeveloped countries. 

Third, East-West trade restrictions 
still continue. 

Fourth, there remain many barriers 
against mass-produced, low-cost goods 
manufactured by multinational firms OP
erating highly sophisticated capital 
equipment. 

It would be most unfortunate if the 
United States, the largest and most pow
erful economy in the world, were to fail 
to provide the machinery to make it pos
sible to continue to negotiate with other 
countries for a more rational trading 
world. . 

Unless this machinery is provided, the 
momentum provided toward this end by 
the Kennedy round stands in danger of 
being lost. 

It need not be lost, if the Congress and 
the President will take the necessary 
steps to achieve the long-range goal of 
the gradual attainment of complete free 
trade both with respect to tariff as well 
as nontariff barriers. 

To this end, I am introducing today, 
a concurrent resolution which would au
thorize the President to undertake nego
tiations leading to a 25-year treaty or 
agreement. This treaty or agreement 
should call for the creation of a World 
Free Trade Association. 

Initially, it would seem logical for the 
United States, Canada, and the United 
Kingdom to provide _the nucleus for such 
a move. There would be no attempt to 
l:estrict national sovereignty with respect 
to the tariffs which might be applied by 
member nations, individually, against 
nonmembers. · . f , 

Instead, the treaty or agreement would 
provide only that over · a 25-year period 
member countries would gradually re
duce their barriers with respect to each 
others' goods until, finally, all tariffs, 
quotas, and customs formalities will 
have disappeared. 

The association should be open ended 
so that other countries, or groups of 
countries-including EEC, EFTA, and 
other free trade blocs-might join at a 
later date. ' · 

In the life of a nation, 25 years is but 
an instant. If, by setting the target date 
for completely free trade a quarter of a 
century away we can insure that eco
nomic adjustments can be made with 
little difficulty, we would be foolish to 
attempt to eliminate au trade barriers 
over a short ,span of years. In .this area, 
patience is a virtue, but patience must 
be accompanied by the momentum pro
vided by commitment to a clearly de
fined objective. 

THE QUIE AMENDMENT-THE ISSUE 
IS NOT SOLELY REVENUE SHAR
ING ' 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous oonsent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. WHALEN] may extend his 
remarks at :this point in ·the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

· 'I1he SPEAKER pro temP<lre. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no dbjection. 
Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Speaker, the rev

enue-sharing concept has gained wide 

acceptance among those who seek to 
promote a system of creative federal
ism. The argunients on behalf of Fed
eral tax sharing and/or block-un
tied-grants are persuasive. 

First, State and local governments will 
have access to a tax source--personal 
and corporate incomes-largely pre
empted by the Federal Government. 

Second, these governmental extensions 
as a consequence are strengthened rela
tive to the Federal Government. They 
thereby can deal more effectively with 
problems whjch heretofore, through de
fault; sought redress in Washington. , 

Third, State and local officials are in a 
better position to judge the needs of their 
respective areas than are Members of the 
National Legislature. A serious problem 
in New York City, for example, may not 
exist in Dayton, Ohio, or Salt Lake City, 
Utah. Thus, in a given locality, nonear
marked Federal grants-or shared tax
can be utilized to meet most pressing 
requirements. 

· Attendant t.o the Federal revenue- or 
tax-sharing principle; however, is a fun
damental question. Should these reve
nues supplement or supplant existing 
national programs? The two noted econ
omists who devised the tax-sharing 
theory-Dr. Walter Heller' and Dr. Jo
seph Pechman-envision it as a supple
mentary undertaking. At least one Re
publican author of a tax-sharing bill 
now before the House of Representatives 
also subscribes to this view. In effect, 
therefore, revenue-sharing is forward 
looking. 

Although in its m'etamorphosis it ·has 
become more J;"estrictive, the proposed 
Quie amendment to the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1967 never
theless is predicated upon the revenue
sharing thesis. Arguments advanced by 
proponents are similar to the three out
li~ed above. There is one essential differ
ence, however. The three foregoing rea
sons are only in themselves valid with
out concern for other arguments' when 
aPPli~d to supplementary, rathe~ than 
substitute; revenue-sharing programs. 
~he basic issue, therefore, which the 

Qme amendment poses does not relate 
solely to .the merits of revenue-sharing. 
Were th1s the only question I would 
support the Minnesota Repre~entative's 
proposal. Instead, the question to be re:. 
solved by House Members as they vote 
?POD this amendment is whether they 
wa,nt to substitute a new program for an 
existing one. , 

Whether or not a program should be 
replaced should be determined ·on the 
basis of two criteria. First, is the exist.:. 
ing plan a failure? Second is the sub
stitute proposal demonstrably superior? 

First, the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act has been operative for 
less than 2 years. Thus, time has been 
insufficient for a fair appraisal. On th~ 
basis of early returns, however, school 
superintendents in my district enthusi
astically endo:rse the present law. 

Second, there has been no conclusive 
evidence to suggest that the Quie ap
proach, if adopted, would be more effec
tive than the plan enacted by Congress 
in 1965. Rather, the reverse is true. The 
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Quie proposal creates an atmosphere of 
great uncertainty. 

First. The 1965 act was designed to at
tack problems peculiar to urban and low
income school districts. With 50 States 
disbursing EASA funds under the pro
visions of the Quie amendment, it is not 
certain whether this objective would be 
perpetuated in each and every juris
diction. 

Second. As an ou_tgrowth of the 1965 
act many local school districts estab
lished ongoing programs. Continued 
funding of these projects would be uncer
tain under a State distribution plan. 
Thus, communities, might be forced to 
abandon certain existing activities if the 
Quie amendment were accepted. 

Third. The 1965 legislation created a 
delicate church-state balance. This con
ceivably could be upset in those sover
eignties whose constitutions prohibit the 
distribution of funds from the State 
treasury to religious-oriented schools. 
Ohio courts now are considering a chal
lenge to the State's 1965 school bus law. 
It appears likely that similar suits would 
be filed if funds derived through the 
Quie amendment were disbursed through 
the general revenue fund to parochial 
schools by the Ohio General Assembly. 
Parenthetically, it is my belief that such 
cases would have more legal substance 
than presently pending school bus litiga
tion. 

In summary, neither of the two afore
mentioned substitution standards are 
met. The 1965 act has not been proved a 
failure. The Quie amendment is not 
demonstrably better. In fact, it creates, 
rather than eliminates, uncertainty. 

In view of this, I plan to vote against 
the Quie amendment this week. From 
this, however, it should not be construed 
that I oppose the revenue-sharing prem
ise. In fact, I hope that in the months 
and years ahead, new Federal efforts will 
be focused in this direction. 

DUNMOREAN CITED FOR SAVING 
BABY'S LIFE 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. McDAn~ may 
extend his remarks at this poin~ the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, on No

vember 17 of last year a young father 
here in the District of Columbia carried 
the lifeless body of his little daughter to 
the home of a neighbor. By a great 
stroke of fortune that neighbor hap
pened to be a member of the Metropoli
tan Police Force. He took the child and 
over the next hour gave artificial res
piration which brought the child back 
to life and kept her alive until the am
bulance arrived. The young policeman 
who performed this wonderful act is 
James P. Rinaldi and I am proud to say 
he comes from the city of Dunmore in 
my own lOth Congressional District. 

In a thousand ways everyday the po
licemen of America protect our lives. We 
do not often take time to thank all of 

them or even any one of them. James 
Rinaldi was named "Policeman of the 
Month'' here in Washington and received 
the American Red Cross Certificate of 
Merit and lifesaving pin for his actions. 
But like every other policeman in Amer
ica the real reward he sought was the· 
reward of saving a life . . 

With your permission, Mr. Speaker, I 
append to these remarks the article 
from the Scranton Times on this splen
did young American. 
[From the Scranton Times, May ~i6, 1967] 
DUNMOREAN CITED FOR SAVlNG BABY'S LIFE-

HEROIC RINALDI GETS RC AWARD--LIFE- ' 
SAVING AC'nON IN EMERGENCY NOTED . 

A Dunmore 'young man has been awarded 
the American National Red Ctoss Certificate 
of Merit and Life Saving Pin for the quick · 
action he displayed in saving a baby's life 
while a member of the Metropolitan Police 
Department, Washington, D.C., last Novem
ber. 

James P. Rinaldi, 2005 Rigg St., was pre
sented the awards today by Scranton Red 
Cross Chapter oftlcials in recognition of his 
heroic act. The award is reserved for persons 
whose prompt application of approved first 
aid skUls in an emergency results in the sav
ing of a life. It is signed by President Lyn
don B. Johnson, honorary chairman of the 
national organization. · 

Last Nov. 17 a neighbor, Herman G. Flem
ing, came to the door of the Rinaldi apart
ment in Washington bearing the lifeless form 
of his two-week-old daughter in his arms. 
He said the child had stopped breathing and 
he didn't know what to do. 

Pvt. Rinaldi, preparing to report on the 
midnight tour of police duty, without he.sita~ 
tion, snatched the J;>aby from the father, 
placed it on the sofa and immediaJtely began 
mouth-to-mouth resuscitation. Sensing no 
response, he turned the infant upside down 
and smacked her several times on the back, 
causing her to vomit and to begin to breathe 
f.alntly. 

Again he applied mouth-to-mouth revival 
techniques and by the time an ambulance 
and rescue squad arrived, Private Rinaldi had 
the baby breathing normally. The child was 
then removed to Oafritz Hospital, Washtng
ton. 

For this act, the young policeman received 
the "Policeman of the Month" award from 
his superiors and fellow law enforcement of
ficers of the District of Columbia Police De
partment. 

He is now eligible for the department's 
"Man of the Year Award." 

In h is recounting of the incident, Capt. 
Owen W. Davis, Comma.nding Oftlcer of the 
11th Precinct, District Police, said: "Private 
Rinaldi is a young oftlcer, 23 years of age with 
eight months in the Department. His actions 
in this emergency refiect great credit on the 
training he received, but more so on his 
application of this training and his cool 
level-headed approach to a situa.tion which 
appeared hopeless." 

A graduate of Dunmore High School, Mr. 
Rinaldi served six years in the Navy and was 
aotive. in local amateur sports. He is mar
ried and the father of a two-and-a-half
month old son, James IV. 

Currently, he is working f·or the Signal 
Finance Co. 

FARM AUCTION SALES 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. KLEPP~l may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD -and include extraneous matter. 

'I1he SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KLEPPE. Mr. Speaker, recently 

I called attention to the large number of 
farm auction sales in the Red River Val
ley area of North Dakota and Minnesota 
as evidence of the tightening cost-price 
squeeze on American agriculture. This 
was not an isolated example. The auc
tioneer's cry is being heard ·throughout 
rural America. 

The Syracuse, N.Y., Herald-American 
of May 14, 1967, carries three pages of · 
sales announcements, many of them ad
vertising auctions of dairy cattle herds. 
To cite a few: "Complete Dispersal-182 
Registered and Hi-Grade Holsteins"; 
"Cattle and Milking Equipment Dis
persal-78 Registered and Hi-Grade 
Holstein Cattle"; "Complete Dairy Dis
persal-48 Holstein Cattle"; "Night Auc
tion-Farm Equipment"; "Night Auc
tion-50 Head Holsteins."And so it goes, 
sale after sale. 

This is happening in one of the Na
tion's principal dairying areas. And it -is 
also happening at a time when dairy 
imports from abroad are fiooding domes- . 
tic markets and forcing down prices 
farmers receive for milk. 

When dairymen auction off their herds 
and their equipment, it is obvious that 
the industry is in deep trouble. 

F-111 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Idaho {Mr. McCLURE] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

'I1he SPEAK:i:R pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. sPeaker, a few 

days ago, Secretary McNamara an
nounced that General Dynamics Corp., 
of Fort Worth, Tex., had been awarded a 
$1.8 billion contract for initial production 
of the controversial TFX fighter-bomber, 
now called the F-111. This is the air
craft that is supposed to meet the needs 
of both the Air Force and the Navy. 

We first heard of the TFX in 1962. 
Five years have passed now, and there 
still is no plane. We are in the midst of 
a war, and much of the fighting is being 
dene with nearly obsolete aircraft. Some
thing is obviously wrong, and it is be
ginning to look as if it is Mr: McNamara 
again. 

At ceremonies marking the rollout of 
the F-111 aircraft in 1964, Secretary 
McNamara said: 

... the Air Force, the Navy, and General 
Dynamics and its subcontractors have 
achieved the greatest single step forward in 
combat aircraft to occur in several decades. 

But today, serious doubts persist as to 
the plane's effectiveness. Even the Sec
retary himself has now admitted that his 
insistence on commonality of parts af
fects the overall performance, although 
he calls the sacrifices "marginal." Nev
ertheless, the Navy has refused to accept 
the plane and is making extensive tests 
on its version, while the Air Force seems 
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to have crossed its fingers and is taking 
the plane on faith. 

Secretary McNamara has tried to give 
the impression that this aircraft will fill 
this Nation's requirements for the fore
seeable future. On February 14, 1966, be- · 
fore the House Appropriations Commit
tee, he said: 

I believe it is clear ... that the FB-111 
is not an interim aircraft, but is, indeed, a 
truly effective strategic bomber. 

And yet, a majority of the members of 
the House Armed Services Committee 
and most military leaders feel there is 
still a need for an advanced manned 
bomber to replace the aging B-52's. 

Secretary McNamara justified the 
commonality concept by saying that it 
will save a billion dollars: 

By jointly conducting the design and de
velopment program for the F-111, our Navy 
and Air Force have each acquired a highly 
advanced aircraft for their individual mis
sions. And they have achieved this at a 
cost one billion dollars less than the cost 
of developing two separate weapons systems. 

The Secretary made that statement on 
October 15, 1964. Since that time, the 
Pentagon admits that costs have at least 
doubled the original prediction, and 
Senator McCLELLAN estimates that the 
eventual price tag will be something in 
the neighborhood of $12 billion, which 
is between two and three times the 
original estimate. It never ceases to 
amaze me how every time this adminis
tration saves the taxpayers money, we 
go deeper into debt. 

And so, Secretary McNamara was 
wrong about the reliability of the F-111. 
He was wrong about the role of the F-111. 
And he was wrong about the cost of the 
F-111. 

The same doubts that plague the 
plane have spilled over in the contra'Ct. 
There was no competitive bidding. The 
contract was awarded against the judg
ment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The 
recipient is a company said to be suffer
ing financial difficulties, but one that 
has managed to maintain obviously good 
political connections. 

In an effort to cover up the fact that 
the F-111 just is not ready, the Secretary 
has let a contract for only the shell of 
the plane. Later on, other contracts must 
b11 awarded for such things as an engine, 
a weapons control system, and an elec
tronic navigation system as soon as all 
of the bugs are ironed out. And it may be 
that Mr. McNamara prefers to let his 
contracts out piecemeal to cover up the 
true costs of the plane. 

In any event, the apparent result is 
that the Armed Forces are saddled with 
a:1 inadequate plane built at phenomenal 
cost. Our fighting men deserve more. 
The taxpayers deserve more. 

While this country probably can afford 
the F-111, I wonder how much longer it 
can afford Mr. McNamara. 

GOD'S MOMENT 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that · the gentleman· 
from Wisconsin [Mr. SCHADEBERG] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, at 

the solemn service in the Washington 
Cathedral on April 23, 1967, honoring 
the 50th anniversary of the General 
Commission on Chaplains and Armed 
Forces Personnel, Bishop Dwight E. 
Loder, Methodist bishop of Michigan, 
preached a very incisive sermon. His 
words are of such import to us in these 
critical times that I believe they deserve 
the attention of my colleagues in this 
House. 

I respectfully request permission to in
clude Bishop Loder's remarks at this 
point in the RECORD: 

GOD'S MOMENT 

(By Bishop Dwight E. Loder) 
Jesus wept over Jerusalem. His heart was 

broken. He loved these people. But they were 
lost. They were morally and spiritually bank
rupt. They had set the stage for disaster. 
Jesus knew it and he wept. 

As we view our world we identify with 
him. We look at life about us with incredu
lity. BlJ,t this is a case of mistaken identifica
tion. We are not on the mountain viewing 
the world, we are the world. It is Jesus who 
weeps and he is weeping over us. We are a 
part of the lost people, living in a time of 
deep confusion, a time of utter moral and 
spiritual deeay. This is not something apart 
from us, it is a part of us, and we are a part 
of it. We ca.nnot disclaim it or escape it. If 
we weep_ it oan only be for ourselves as a 
part of the whole world. It can only be for 
the miserable situation which we have helped 
to create. We have set the stage for disaster. 

Jesus spoke then and there one of the 
most poignant and persuasive insights of all 
time. "You did not recognize God's moment 
when it came." God's moment? But when 
was it? When will it be? 

There are those who believe it is long gone. 
There are others who insist it is off in the 
dim distant future somewhere. But if I un
derstand Jesus he is saying, this is it. It is 
now. It is here and you fail to realize it. 

This is to say, every moment--is God's 
moment. Every situation is God's situation. 
God's moment is now, here, not some·time in 
the far flung future, or out of the palpitant 
past. 

God did you say? But there are some who 
are telling us God is dead. We should listen 
to them. The real tragedy of our time is not 
that some are proclaiming the death of God. 
The real tragedy is that there is so little 
evide:o.ce among Christian people that God 
is alive. This question will not be settled by 
the person with the loudest voice, or the 
cleverest answer or the most persuasive ar
gument. It is not that kind of question. It 
is answered when and where God and man 
meet. 

But does God actually meet man? This is 
not so much a mystical union as it is de
termined by the way man meets man. Man 
against man, man rejecting man, is man 
against God, man rejecting God. Moreover 
it is indicated by the depth of our rmder
standing of God and the purposes of God. 
Our a-ttempts to understand God usually 
begin with the assumption of his Absolute
ness. To picture the involvement of an abso
lute God with a limited human being is in
congruous, to say the least. 

Schubert Ogden has reminded us how
ever, that we should begin to understand 
God where we are, in the present moment. 
We should begin with our present circum
stance~. We should begin with the under
standing that God relates to us as persons 
in the circumstances of the moment. He 
relates to us in our contacts with others, in 

our suffering, our frustrations, our anxieties, 
our joys, our fears, our loves. He relates to 
us where we are. If we understand this, then 
from that understanding we may contem
plate his absoluteness. 

It is easy to dismiss a God who is only an 
idea. It is not easy to dismiss a God who is 
a part of my life. Every moment is God's 
moment. Every circumstance is his circum
stance. We believe this if we know God is 
involved in Christ with us here and now. 

If God was in Christ then God was in man. 
This speaks to the personal nature of God. 
If this is so, then it makes sense to talk about 
God in Christ and Christ in me. This I 
understand. 

There are those who say God is dead, while 
others say if God could die, then he was 
never God, in fact he never was! Period! The 
infinite cannot become finite. The eternal 
cannot have a terminal point. If God is dead 
he simply never was. 

There are two kinds of atheism, I hear 
Ogden saying. One is at the top of the head, 
the other is at the bottom of the heart. 
The intellectual atheist is only deluded about 
who he is and what he is. He does not dis
believe, he simply does not understand. 
Christians so understand God that everyone 
in some sense must believe ln him, and no 
one in every sense can deny him. 

A theism at the bottom of the heart is 
different. · It allows a person to profess his 
belief in God. He may attend church regu
larly. He may be orthodox, but under it all 
he does not believe it. He does not live it. 
It makes no real difference to him. This 
atheism which is often found within the 
church is far more devasting than the other. 
But even this does not affirm the death of 
God. When someone blatantly denies the 
existence of God, from the top of the head 
or the bottom of the heart, he is in an en
counter or struggle with God. This too is 
God's moment. 

If God is dead, say still another, then love 
is dead. But who would believe that love 
is no more? Love dead? Yet love is of God, 
and where love is there is God. If we begin 
at this place in our understanding then 
every moment of outgoing, creative, de
manding love is understood to be God in·· 
volved in life. Every such moment is God's 
moment. 

The d·eath of God is r:ather ithe dea.th of a 
pattern of thought about God. That is to 
say, it is the death of old and superstitious 
notions about God, which make God look 
ridiculous in ·our time, and cause the be
liever to appear to be utterly absurd. This is 
a move toward religionlessness. 

Bonhoeffer speaks about religionless Chris
tianit e must understand that he was 
moving away from a tightly structured sys
tematic theology. To Bonhoeffer religion had 
a rather rigid and well defined meaning early 
in his ministry and he was moving away from 
it during his concentration camp years. 

Religion had meant obsession with per
sonal salvation. Yet this is perhaps the su
preme expression of personal egotism and un
mitigated arrogance, and constitutes a 
breach with the Gospel. It puts myself ahead 
of all else. 

Religion also had meant that the Kingdom 
of God was characterized as our world made 
perfect. Yet this is a primitive kind of king
dom even on the very surface of it. The King
dom is already a reality and a gift to be re
ceived. It is first an inward condition rather 
than an outward experience. It is not some
thing God expects us to build for him it is 
His Kingdom. If we accept it then we be
come new and responsible persons. 

Religion also had meant that man was 
compartmentalized, and that he could be 
intellectual and not spiritual, or spiritual 
and not intellectual or not either but just 
physical. The whole man was not a part of 
Bonhoeffer's early religious understanding. 

Moreover religion had meant that God was 
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a gap filler. Where gaps in knowledge had left 
unanswered questions, they were filled by be
lief in God. As knowledge increased then God 
diminished. Little wonder Bonhoeffer, as he 
broke with these concepts of religion, talked 
about religionless Christianity. 

This is a pattern of thought which must 
go. we no longer think of God as provincial, 
as though he were here or there, or a vapor 
floating in and out of the room. In this re
spect a religionless God is more nearly Chris
tian than is a Godless religion. 

But did not Dietrich Bonhoeffer say that 
the world has come of age? Otto Dudzus, a 
former student and biographer says, this was 
a phrase used as a working tool to lead to 
a different question, the elemental Christian 
question, "Who is Jesus Christ for us today?" 
This fits into the pattern of Bonhoeffer's 
developing theology. 

Certainly Bonhoeffer did not mean that 
man had arrived and no longer needed God. 
He was in a Nazi concentration camp when 
he wrote this with the insanity of World 
War II raging about him. A level look at our 
world would put the lie to those who quote 
Bonhoeffer out of context. The world come 
of age? Think about it! Vietnam. Jordan. 
Israel. India. South Africa. Latin America. 
The American Negro. Crime in America at 
forty billion a year with untold terror and 
death. Highway deaths at fifty thousand a 
year. The world come of age? Think about it! 
T.V.! Morals! Purpose! Meaning! 

The first story in the Bible is not an ac
count of creation. It says simply and yet pro
foundly, that when man eats enough of the 
tree of knowledge to imagine he is equal to 
God, he is about to be dispossessed. He has 
set the stage for tragedy! 

We are called by the church to be awak
ened to this moment, and to realize and ac
cept the sovereignty of God in 'his moment. 
We are called upon this moment to be the 
church! 

The church, did you say? There are those 
who tell us the church is irrelevant, immate
rial, divided, imperfect and sick! And we 
must listen to them. They are right. But they 
talk like this is something new. something 
they have just discovered. They talk without 
benefit of history. 

The church is sick. But when has the 
church been healthy? Certainly not when 
Paul wrote to Corinth and told them their 
services seemed to be doing more damage 
than good. They were diVided. They were im
moral. They were selfish and insensitive to 
God's leading. Dr. Edward Bauman has called 
the letter to Corinth the most typical church 
letter of all time. It began with a fight over 
the preacher and ended with a collection. 

When has the church been healthy? Cer
tainly not at Nicea in 325 where Constan
tine called the leaders of the church to settle 
their differences. But they were unable to 
do it. Certainly not at Chalcedon in 451 where 
divisions actually deepened. Certainly not in 
the Gnostic movement. This was a splinter 
movement made up of those who among 
other things were certain they had a direct 
line through to God. Certainly not in the 
Docetic movement that insisted that Christ 
was never a man. Certainly not in the time 
of the Montanists, who awaited momentarily 
for the world to end and listened to Mon
tanas who claimed to be the voice of the 
Holy Spirit. Tertullian defected and joined 
the Montanists because he felt the church 
was insensitive to new revelations. Defection 
is not something new in the life of the 
church. 

When was the church ever healthy? Cer
tainly not during the eleventh century split 
between east and west. Not at Consta;nce in 
1414 when the first Pope John 'XXIII was de
posed and John Huss burned. Certainly not 
at the time of the reformation, or since that 
time with its Protestant splinter groups. The 
Roman Catholic Church has drawn back the 
curtains to reveal its inner strife in a new 

and exciting wave of reformation. Only now 
do we dare to begin to talk about a return to 
sanity and unity in the Christian commu
nity. 

But the critic, who is so necessary to the 
health of the church, must also mark certain 
obvious insights which follow, even a random 
sample of history. 

1. Man will worship. If not God, then 
something less; himself, his intellect, knowl
edge, money, power, the state. Man will wor
ship, and what he worships will shape his 
values and determine his life patterns. If he 
worships something less than God, then all 
of life is profane. Nothing is sacred includ
ing man. 

2. Man will belong. He will not exist in iso
lation or as an amorphous society. He will 
structure, his business, his society, his gov
ernment, his school, his church into insti
tutional form. We make the mistake of con
fusing the structure and the church. 

When a minister writes, "It is the busi
ness of the church to quicken the conscience 
of its people and to send them out of the 
church into society,'' he simply does not un
derstand the meaning of the church. The 
church is not separate from the people. The 
church is the people! It is impossible to send 
the church out of the church to be the 
church. It is not an institution. 

That there will be form or organization 
among Christians is inevitable. Tl;lat form 
may replace force is a calculated risk. This 
was Wesley's concern for Methodists. But to 
imagine that force does not take or need have 
form is a total misunderstanding. Force with
out order is Chaos. That God works better in 
disorder is an illusion. 

If the institution is in disrepair, or if it 
is obsessed with its own life as an institu
tion then let the people bring about change, 
or rather let God through the people bring 
reform. But the church is the people, gath
ered as a community and scattered as am
bassadors. 

Dr. Paul Minear wrote about the New Tes
tament image of the church. He says these 
images were forms of self recognition spoken 
from within the fellowship and adopted by 
a community whose sense of uniqueness 
stemmed from the fact that its thought al
ways centered beyond itself in the majestic 
activity of God. "Today," he says, "questions 
about the church often arise from a stance 
outside the church." This is to say that even 
ministers often speak of the church as 
though they were separate from it, as though 
l:t is a thing set apart or an organism sepa
rate from the world. 

And yet the church is the people who are 
drawn to Ohrlst, ·the minister, the layman, 
you, me. Where you are, there is the church. 
You do not go to church or leave the church, 
you are the church. When you speak the 
church speaks. When you act or fail to act, 
you are the church. The gathered commu
nity is the church. The scattered community 
is the church. 

The outreach of the church expresses it
self in many forms. It reaches out as world 
missions, which is the church as mission. 
It reaches with specialized ministries into 
the inner city, into industry, labor, into 
urban and rural work. But this is always the 
church, not just segments of the church 
out of the main stream. Just so the Chap
laincy is the church in outreach. 

The Chaplaincy in the Armed Forces is not 
the Government becoming Church or the 
Church becoming Government. It is the Fel
lowship reaching persons wherever they are. 
It is the Fellowship being the Church every
where. 

The Chaplaincy is. not the Church blessing 
war as the best answer for solving the 
human problem. It is the community of 
Faith reaching persons drawn into. the armed 
forces wherever they are and into the hell 
of war when it is necessary. 

The Chaplaincy is not an instrument of 

the Military to make a better fighting ma
chine, it is the fellowship in ministry to 
persons. It reaches the men in uniform, their 
families, with near three-quarter million re
ligious worship . services in one year, with 
a congregation of nearly thirty-seven million 
in attendance. It reaches the wounded and 
persons in war torn areas. It ministers by 
bringing sacraments, religious educ111tion, 
counselling. It is the fellowship with an in
clusive ministry. 

The Chaplaincy is the ecumenical Church · 
in a unique ·and magnificent relationship. 
It reaches more than armed forces. It in
cludes mental institutions, prisons, hospi
tals, homes and church institutions. 

The Chaplain is a minister. Wherever he 
is, first of all he is a minister, and he re
mains a Chaplain only as long as his par
ticular church family endorses him. Above 
all else he is an Ambassador of Christ. 

As the General Commission observes this 
anniversary, it does so as the ohuroh in action 
as the outreach of the Fellowship. 

3. God uses imperfection. Perhaps that is 
fortunate for what else does he have to use 
on this earth? The church is made up of im
perfect persons. That includes all of us, you 
and me as well as the critics and the re
formers. It is possible God understands this 
better than we. 

But the church is the only fellowship that 
has within it the power that will renew or 
remake or reshape it as it has done through 
its history again and again. 

No government, no business, no secular 
institution has survived two thousand years 
of such imperfection. The church has sur
vived because God is in it and has and will 
make it new. 

We are called to be the church. The time 
has come to stop institutional self flagel
lation, and self analysis and be the church. 
This is God's moment. We must act in it 
as God's Ambassadors. 

To the disheartened, he says through his 
church, through you and me "Lo I am with 
you always!" · 

To the displaced, the transient, the lost. 
he says, "You have not chosen me, I have 
chosen you." 

To the warlords of our day he says, "Live 
by force; die by force, live .by the bomb, die 
by the bomb, live by power of love and live." 

To your son in Vietnam he says, "Though 
you make your bed in hell, I am there. You 
cannot go where I am not." 

To the war widow, to the orphan, to the 
ravaged of all countries he says, "Love your 
enemy, bless him who curses you, pray for 
him who dispitefully uses you." 

To the greed of the world he says, "Save 
yourself and you are lost, lose yourself for 
my sake and you shall live." 

To the weary, the frustrated, the broken, 
he says "My burden is a cross but it is light. 
Come to me I will give you life. You will find 
meaning, purpbse, direction here." 

To the ruthless rugged rich he says, "You 
fool, tonight your soul will be required of 
you, then whose will all of this be?" 

This is God's moment. It need not be a 
moment of disaster. It may be a glorious mo
ment. That is, of course, if we recognize tt, 
accept it, live in it, and act upon it under 
God. 

POLITICAL FAVORITISM AND THE 
APOLLO TRAGEDY 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. BRocK] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

':Dhe SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no 0 1bjection. 
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Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, the May 15 

issue of the Washington Evening Star 
carried an eye-opening article on possible 
corruption in America's massive ·space 
program, written by the noted political 
columnist, Richard Wilson. 

Perhaps the facts brought out by Mr. 
Wilson are not too surprising in light of 
the shameful TFX scandal · which 
rocked W.ashington not so long ago. But 
I for one think it is a disgrace that an 
idealistic project'-such ,as our space ex
ploration program,. may have been used 
by unscrupulous public officials for self
ish ,and dishonest gain-especially when 
it may have been a contributing factor in 
the deaths of three brave astronauts. 

Cert~inly, no one can deny that . the 
facts in Mr. :Wilson's column point up the 
necessity for ,a lComplete and objective 
public investigation of the contract 
award for construction ~f · the Apollo 
capsule to North American Aviation, 
after a group of 200 space experts had 
made it pl,ain they felt the contract 
would best be fulfilled by the Martin Co. 

In view of the importance of this mat
ter and the ne:ed· for the public to be 
inf~rmed of it, I ask that this article be 
printed in· the Appendix of the REcORD. 

APOLLQ, TFX AND .THE PU~LIC'S RIGHT To 
. KNOW 

(By Rl<:h~rd Wilson) 
The death of three astronauts ·has revealed 

much more than the defects of the Apollo 
space capsule. This tragic event · has led to 
the exposure once more 'of that tenuous link 
between the private and the public interest 
which so often casts a cloud of suspicion over 
large undertakings in the defense· and aero
space programs. In this case Bobby Baker 
once again drlfts abdut in the shadows. 

An identical parallel is now disclosed be
tween the award of the multi-b111ion dollar 
TFX fighter-bomber contract · and the award 
of the very large contract for the· Apo1lo cap
sule. in both instances the recomm~ndation 
of the expert!:! was rejected and a ban~ful of 
public officials chose the contractor they fa
vored. In both instances attempts were made 
to hide this fact. And in both instances many 
oth~r facts and expert opinions , were s~p
pressed. 

Contrary to the findings of expert boards 
and committees and of the Joint Chiefs o.f 
Staff, the TFX contract was aw:arded to a 
company with good . political connections 
which was temporarily in financial trouble. 
Contrary to the fi~c;l~gs of a . group of 200 
space experts, t?he , Apo,llo contract was , 
awarded to Nortb, American Aviation, strong
ly represented ln ~Washln,gton's polltlcal ll~e.,, 
instead of to the Martin Company. 

This decision''would now be more defen
sible were it nqt for the fact that in. the first 
instance Congress .was mis~hformed. by James 
E. w ·ebb, head · of the Na~1:onal Aeronautics 
and Space Administratiqn. · · · · 

On April 11, :yV'ebb informed the Senate 
Space Committee that the North American 
company was the first choice of NASA's 
source evaluation board for the Apollo con
tract. But three weeks later when asked by 
Sen. Margaret Chase Sm.ith if it were not the 
fact that the Martin Company' was really 
the first choice of the technical experts, Webb 
conceded that this was so. He then belatedly 
disclOsed that he and a few of his associates 
had decided instead to give the contract to 
North American. ' ' 

It is too much to conclude that had 
Martin got the contract instead of North 
American the revealed carelessness and 
negligence tn construction of the capsule 
would have been avoided and the astronauts 

would have lived. But a chain of other cir
cumstances cannot be brushed off. 

Webb was, some time before becoming 
NASA administrator, a former administrative 
assistant to the late Sen. Robert S. Kerr of 
Oklahoma. He was also a former assistant to 
the president of Kerr-McGee Industries. At 
the time of the North American award Kerr 
was chairman of the Senate Aeronautics and 
Space Committee. He was also chairman of 
the Senate Public Works Committee where 
he was pushing a project for the develop
ment of the Arkansas River. 

North American, it has been reported, had 
agreed to an extensive building and expan
sion program in Oklahoma along the Arkan
sas River project. It has also been reported 
that in the same month as the Apollo 
award was made to North American the com
pany .agreed to give Bobby Baker, who was 
a close associate of Senator- Kerr in the Sen
ate, a $2.5 million-a-year food vending busi
ness at North American . plants. This food 
vending business was the anchor of , Baker's 
financial operations. , · 

Immediately after the award, North Amer
ican did in fact undertake a large new plant 
expansion in Oklahoma. After Kerr's death 
on Jan. 1, 1963, it was discovered that Kerr, 
his family and Dena A. McGee, one of his 
business partners, had purchased more than 
1,100 acres of land at a key point on the 
Arkansas , River project. This land is now 
the proposed site· of the terminus of the 
navigation project. 

:Webb continued·to be and is now a lead
ing stockholder in Fidelity National Bank 
and Trust-.-co. of Oklahoma City where the 
Kerr family and McGee have been major 
figu:t:es. ' · 

Now all these circumstances may be ex
plicable. Webb asserts . that there was no 
favoritism or politics involved in the Apollo 
award. The decision was made, he says, be
cause he and his qualified associates thought 
North American would do the best job. 

"There are a lot of people who have· tried 
to give the impression that I ·was not in
dependent, that I was in Senator Kerr's 
pocket because I had worked for the Kerr
McGee enterprises," Webb said. 

He added that this was not true, that in 
fact ·his connection with Kerr'-McGee was 
only part: time before President Kennedy ap
pointed him to head NA~A. He had listened 
to ~enator Kerr on behalf of North American, 
but so had he listened to many other sena
tors and congressmen who had rcommenda
tions on the Apollo project. · 

It is in Webb's interest, if this is the case, 
to cooperate in a full investigation of all 
the circum.s'tances surrounding the North 
American award. It is not enough to say, 
"Let's stop this wrangling and get ahead 
with the race to the moon." ' 

Congress and the public need to know 
how these huge undertakings have been 
handled because there wm be many more 
of them in the future. 

COLORADO UNIVERSITY WINS 
. , , COLLEGE BOWL 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
urianimdus oohsent tha.t the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. BROTZMAN] may ex
tend his remarks at rthis point in the 
RECORD and include extl'laneous matter. 

'I1he SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of •the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROTZM~N. Mr. Speaker, the 

University of Colorado, which is both my 
alma mater and the largest educational 
institution· in my district, has a long and 
glorious history in athletic competition. 
But none of its many victories and 

championships made me prouder than 
an event which took place Sunday be
fore a nationwide audience. 

The battleground was an ·academic 
one-the GE College Bowl, a National 
Broadcasting Co. production. 

The four members of the University 
of Colorado team demonstrated once 
again what we proud alumni have always 
known-that this school combines the 
attributes of both Sparta and Athens. It 
turns out both outstanding athletes and 
outstanding scholars. · 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert an 
article which appears in today's issue of 
the Denver Post which describes both 
the feat and the well-deserved homecom
ing which the team members and their 
coach 'received last night. ' 

The article follows: .. 
CU WELCOMES COLLEGE BOWL VICTORS 

The University of Colorado's victorious' 
College Bowl team was met at Stapleton In
ternational Airport Sunday iligh.t by a: joyful 
crowd of about 100 students, parents and 
university offiCials. 

The fotir-student team members and their 
coach were greeted by cheers, fight · songs, 
pe1;1hants, placards and even a few hugs from 
the more enthusiastic girlS in the crowd. 

The team returned from New York where 
it won its fifth straight--and final-victory 
Sunday afternoon in the nationally-televised 
GE College Bowl program. 

In winning the five contests, the team 
copped $19,500 in prize money for the C.U. 
S<:holarsb,lp Fund and brought home a silver 
trophy. 

But, according to the rules, the C.U. squad 
must retire as an undefeated team--an honor 
achieved by ·21 other colleges since the pro
gram began in 1959. 

Sunday's contest was against the Univer
sity of Kentucky and, until the last minute, 
it looked as if K~ntucky would win. With 90 
seconds to go, Kentucky was ahead by 50 
points but C.U. forged ahead in the stretch 
and won by a score of 235 to 220. 

On the team were Jeffrey B. Levine, 5900 
E. Mansfield Ave., team caprtain; James A. 
Cavender, 2665 Stuart Ot.; William L. Hines, 
Sterling, Oolo.; and Maynard T. Robison, 
Oolorado Springs. The coach was David L. 
Bowen, assi~nt professor of marketing. 

Representing the University in the wel
coming party Sunday night were Vice Presi
dent · Thurston E. Manning and Glenn E. 
Barnett. 

Flor eri.ch of the five weekly victories, $3000 
was contributed to the Scholarship Fund by 
General Electric and Seventeen Magazine. 

The two :O:rms and Gimbel's Department 
Store threw in a bonus of $4,500 after C.U.'s 
fifth victory Sunday. 

MARITIME DAY 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unaliimolis consent that the gentleman 
from South OaTolina. [Mr. WATSON] may 
extend hls ·remarks at thls point in the 
R:Eco~ and include extraneous matter. 

The SPE'AKER pro tempore. Is t;here 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no Oibjection. 
Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, at no 

other time in our hlstory has this Na
tion's maritime fleet been so neglected. 
Unless the United States can regain its 
position of maritime strength, I fear that 
we will be reduced to a second rate com
mercial power. 

Today a grateful Nation pauses to pay 
homage to our merchant seamen and the 
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merchant marine. It is indeed proper 
that this day was set aside by Congress 
over 30 years ago to honor the entire 
maritime industry. Ironically, •May 22 
was the day selected as Maritime Day 
because on that day in 1819 the SS 
Savanna..lt, the first steamship to cross 
the Atlantic, departed from Savannah, 
Ga. And, tragically, history records that 
shortsighted men in this country were 
not willing to accept the idea of steam 
propulsion and the Savannah died an 
ignominious death. Obviously, some men 
are not students of history because, al
most 150 years later, the nuclear-pow
ered ship Savannah is being placed in 
mothballs. Bat ·the Savannah is not the 
only victim of our Government's short
sighted maritime policy. In this critical 
area of national concern, the entire 
merchant marine fleet is being threat
ened with mediocrity. While the Soviet 
merchant marine is competing favorably 
on the high seas, the administration· is 
turning a deaf ear to our critical mari
time needs. Unless the trend is reversed 
I foresee the day when the Sov~et Union 
will become such a powerful maritime 
nation that we will have to depend on 
Russian vessels to carry American goods. 
When this day happens, we will have 
lost a critical prerequisite to national sur
vival-free and open trade routes. 

The administration's decision to tem
porarily retire . the Savannah is sheer 
folly. Its un,imaginative goals for our 
merchant marine policy is an invitation 
to disaster. Unless this administration 
wakes up and presents a positive mari
time policy to the American people, this 
Nation is going to face serious problems, 
both economic and military. 

MANDATORYOffiiMPORTPROGRAM 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. MooRE] may 
extend his remar~s at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objeotion. 
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, the distin

guished Secretary of the Interior, Mr. 
Stewart Udall, this morning began very 
important hearings on the mandatory oil 
import program. These hearings will con
tinue until May 24 of this year. 

I was privileged to appe~r as one of 
the congressional witnesses on this pro
gram and present to the Secretary and 
the panel my thought with respect to its 
operation in certain selected areas. 

Having been· one of those primarily re
sponsible for the implementation of the 
executive order in 1959 which .set up tbe 
mandatory oil import program, I have 
watched its administration with consid
erable interest. I have, very frankly, been 
critical of the administration of the pro
gram, particularly the aspect of the pro
gram as it deals with residual fuel oil 
and the manner in which the Se~retary 
of the Interior has continued to permit 
ever-increasing quantities of this waste
ful and highly pollutable product to enter 
this country. The loose operation of the 
program has been detrimental to the 

economics of the coal mining community 
of the State of West Virginia. 

Mr. Speaker, however, this morning I 
took another approach to the program 
and pointed out another area of its op
eration which is severely injurious to the 
State of West Virginia. The position I 
took in this respect was entirely consist
ent with my past opposition to the ad
ministration of the program. From its in
ception, had the national security of our 
Nation been the base for the implemen
tation of the same, the points ·I raised 
in my statement this morning are of 
equal national security magnitude. The 
manner in which the oil import. program 
is being administered and its effect upon 
the petrochemical industry of West Vir
ginia and the United States is severely 
handicapping the growth of the petro
chemical industry. Anything that retards 
the growth of the petrochemical industry 
retards the growth of the State of West 
Virginia. If we, as a State, are on the one 
hand to receive repeated blows at the coal 
mining community by the ever-increas
ing flow of low cost residual fuel oH and 
then, on the other hand, be deprived of 
the necessary quantities of naphtha in 
order that our petrochemical industry 
might grow in advance, this then, is in
deed a sad ·commentary on the adplin
istration of the oil import program. 

There are those who watch with gen
uine concern the economic difficulties 
and problems of my State and speak in 
glowing terms of friendly gestures made 
by the Federal Government to aid us in 
our economic plight. Their words are 
empty indeed when one equates the ~se
vere attack this administration made on 
the economics of our ·State in ·the han
dling of the oil import program. That se
vere attack ·visits itself upon the coal 
mining community and the petrochemi
cal community in my State. That severe 
attack cannot be •answered by suggested 
new Federal programs which have as 
their purpose rthe economic plight of our 
State. If West Virginians are going to be 
made to suffer the loss of markets for 
coal, it is beyond me that at the same time 
its petrochemical industry is forced by 
reason of foreign competition to relooate 
itself beyond the United States. In both 
instances, certainly the national security 
of our Nation is effected. 

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous consent 
I include the statement I made this 
morning pn this matter at the oil import 
hearings: 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ARCH A. MOORE, 

JR., OF WEST VIRGINIA, AT THE OIL IMPORT 
HEARINGS, MAY 22, 1967 

Mr. Secretary, members of the panel. It 1s 
a pleasure fOr me to appear before you as you 
undertake this important and e~nsive re
view of the Oil Import Program. As you 
know, West Virginians have long had a keen 
interest in the Oil Import Program, and I 
well recall the intensive efforts which I and 
many others made in 1958 and 1959 to secure 
an effective program which would meet the 
needs of the Nation. 

In the eight years since the Mandatory Oil 
Import Program was first proclaimed, a lot 
of oil and a lot of coal has come out of the 
ground. To industries which are as dynamic 
as those affected by the 011 Import Program, 
eight years is a long period, time enough 
for enormous changes in needs, in competi-

tive conditions, and in circumstances gen
erally. 

:West Virginians generally have had .prob
lems by the administration of the program; 
first With respect to the residual oil and 
with the petrochemical aspects of the same. 

One of the most dynamic of the industries 
affected by this program is the petrochemical 
industry, and I appear before you today to 
discuss some of· the problems which that in
dustry faces as a consequence of the Oil Im
port Program. It is especially proper that I do 
so because the petrochemical industry was 
created in Clendenin, West Virginia, early 
in 1920 and the State today is dotted with 
plants of the industry. One of the most im
portant factors in the location of petrochemi
cal plants is the availab111ty of raw materials. 
It was the natural gas of West V~rginia that 
formed the basis for the 1920 developments 
in Clendenin, and availability of such mate
rials is vital to petrochemical operations 
today. 

Unfortunately, and unnecessarily in my 
view, the Oil Import Program is forcing the 
domestic petrochemical industry into a 
straight jacket. 

The U.S. petrochemical industry has his
torically used liquified petroleum gas, LPG, 
as its raw material. The supply of LPG has 
generally exce¢ed the demand and it has 
therefore been widely available at an eco
nomically attractive cost. This has made it a 
highly desirable feedstock for petrochemical 
production, a feedstock whose cost is roughly 
equivalent to the cost of the naphtha which 
has been freely available to overseas pro.
ducers. Under these conditions, the Oil Im
port Program did not weigh heavily on the 
petrochemical industry. 

Today, however, the phenomenal growth 
of the industry is causing the demand for 
LPG to outstrip the available supply. And to 
meet its rising needs for feedstocks at com
petitive prices, the domestic petrochemical 
industry must look elsewhere. Unfortunately, 
the Oil Import Program restricts its search 
to domestic petroleum materials-whose 
prices are artificially higher than in the rest 
of the world because of the Oil Import Pro
gram-nearly half again higher than world 
market prices. . . 

Such higher prices can have a crucial 
effect on chemical prices because for key 
products like ethylene, feedstock prices ac
count for more than half of the total cost of 
the product. 

The ingenuity and efficiency of the West 
Virginia petrochemical industry will make 
little difference if ·it is to be restricted to raw. 
materials costing some 50 percent more than 
the feedstocks used by their overseas com
petitors. And that is precisely the prospect 
that faces the industry. It will have great 
difficulty in expanding in West Virginia, un
less it can have adequate access to raw 
materials whose prices are fully competitive 
with those paid · by overseas producers. It 
will have just as much difficulty expand!ng 
anywhere else in the United States, .or in 
retaining its export markets (which now pro
duce a balance of payments surplus of nearly 
$1 billion a year). It will have just as much 
difficulty in retaining, over the long run, 
its domestic markets against foreign pro
ducers, especially in light of the agreement 
in the Kennedy Round at Geneva. 

If the domestic petrochemical industry ~s 
to retain its vigorous growth, increase its 
employment opportunities in my State and 
elsewhere in the Nation; if it is to continue 
to contribute massively to our balance of 
trade surplus; and if it is to continue to 
meet its enormous responsibilities fol' our 
national security, then it must not be 
chained down by raw material prices un
reas·onably and unnecessarily increased by 
oil import quotas. The alternative, clearly, 
is overseas production. 

Thus, we would create a situation in which 
a program that was designed to maintain a 
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healthy domestic petroleum industry in case 
of a national emergency would have a reverse 
effect on an expanding and equally important 
industry by driving its producing facilities 
overseas. 

To avoid this, I believe the Oil Import Pro
gram should be modified to recognize the im
portant distinctions between the petrochemi
cal industry and the petroleum industry. 

The petrochemical industry should be 
given access to foreign feedstocks in ·sufficient 
quantities to assure that they are fully com
petitive, in raw material prices, with over
seas producers. I am convinced that these 
changes in the on Import Program can be 
adopted and put into effeet in such a way, 
with such restrictions, and over such a 
period of time as to safeguard the domestic 
oil and coal industries from any significant 
dislocation. 

MARITIME DAY, 1967 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ScHADEBERG] may 
extend his remarks ai this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is ~here 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, it 

is an honor and privilege for me to 
salute our maritime industry on this day 
set aside by the President of the United 
States as "Maritime Day." 

Today, as never before, this country's 
merchant marine is making an excep
tional contribution to the Nation's needs 
in its unsung and often-overlooked role 
in the Vietnam conflict. Operating under 
enormous handicaps, with an undersized 
and obsolete fleet, this industry has per
formed admirably. Its men, its ships, its 
shipbuilders and their companies, all are 
to be congratulated. 

On this occasion, it is well for us to 
reflect upon the lamentable condition 
of our merchant marine today. The past 
20 years have seen this country's interest 
in and attention to the maritime industry 
fade away year by year until the crisis 
of Vietnam spotlighted its desperate 
plight. From a once-great seapower, 
which the United States was from its 
early history to the end of the Second 
World War when its fleet numbered 
about 5,000 ships, this country has al
lowed its merchant shipbuilding indus
try to deteriorate until it now ranks an 
ignominious 1•4th among world powers. 
In size of its active merchant fleet, which 
now numbers 1,090 ships, it ranks only 
fifth, with 70 percent of these ships over 
20 years old. Compare these figures with 
parallel statistics of the Soviet Union: 
from a merchant fleet of 432 ships in 
1950, their fleet has grown to 1,422 ves
sels, as of January 1, 1967: And their 
ships are, by and large, recently built. 
Russian shipyards are so busy, building 
more and more ships for their own com
merce---and Russian ships carry 75 per
cent of the Soviet Union's foreign com
merce-that some of their shipbuilding 
contracts have had to be placed with 
free world shipyards. Only 7.7 percent 
of this Nation's foreign commerce is car
ried in American flag ships. While the 
Soviet fleet grew by 137 ships in 1966, 
only 13 new ships were added to the 
American fleet last year. 

Faced with these facts and their om
inous forewarnings, administration 
policy falteringly proposes to add 13 to 
15 ships a year to our merchant fleet. It 
further proposes to scrap the only bright 
light on our maritime horizon, the U.S.S. 
Savannah, the first nuclear merchant 
ship in any fleet. With scarcely enough 
sea experience to be considered shaken 
down, the drafters of our national sea 
policy now intend to put this ship in 
mothballs. This is not the way to build 
up a merchant fleet nor a forward-look
ing merchant marine policy. 

Let us put the maritime industry back 
in business. They have shown us these 
past few years how well they can op
erate. Now let us give them a chance to 
produce as well. 

MARITIME DAY, 1967 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MAILLIARD] may 
extend his remark!s •at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPE.AKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, Mon

day, May 22, has been proclaimed by 
President Johnson to be National Mari
time Da,.y, 1967. It is a day set aside an
nually to remind us of the important role 
of the American merchant marine in our 
national life and to commemorate the 
anniversary of the first transatlantic 
voyage by the SS Savannah on May 22, 
1819. 

Unfortunately, Maritime Day 1967 does 
not hold forth the prospect of being a 
very happy occasion for the American 
maritime industry. To the contrary, it is 
a day which will perhaps be most remem
bered as the third successive annual ob
servance which has passed without the 
fulfillment of the President's promise of 
January 1965 to ''recommend a new 
policy for our merchant marine." 

In his proclamation setting aside Mon
day, May 22, as National Maritime Day, 
the President stated that: 

Merchant ships carry the essentials of life 
to millions in need. They transport mUitary 
supplies and equipment to our forces abroad. 
Of all our supplies being sent to Viet Nam 
today, 98 percent are carried by ship. 

This point by the President is well 
taken, but I hope he recognizes that this 
vital sealift to Southeast Asia is being ac
complished in large measure by the more 
than 150 vessels which have been reacti
vated from our national defense reserve 
fleet. These are vessels of World War II 
vintage, the newest of which are more 
than 20 years of age. 

The necessity for our Nation to reac
tivate these World War II reserve fleet 
ships, disparagingly· referred to as "rust 
buckets," serves to underscore the dire 
need for a meaningful maritime promo
tional program. But, let . us also give the 
Devil his due. Let us remember, too, on 
this Maritime Day 1967 that the reacti
vation of these aging ships represents a 
significant feat. For perhaps the first 
time in maritime history, ocean-going 
merchant vessels have been preserved in 

a state of semireadiness so as to be able 
to respond to our Nation's needs on three 
noteworthy occasions-the Korean con
flict, the Suez Canal crisis of 1956, and 
today the conflict in Southeast Asia. In 
this sense, the more than 600 personnel 
of the Maritime Administration em
ployed in the preservation of these re
serve ships at the fleet sites located on 
our three coasts, and the American ship
yard personnel who reactivated these 
same ships, are deserving of high praise 
and commendation for a job well done. 

As the condition of our reserve fleet 
ships which have been reactivated for 
the Vietnam sealift is symbolic of the 
dire need for a meaningful maritime pro
gram, so, too, is the nuclear ship Sa
vannah which is presently plying the 
sea lanes of the world. Like its predeces
sor of the same name, the steamship 
Savannah, the NS Savannah represents 
a similar breakthrough in maritime tech
nology, The greater misfortune, how
ever, is that the similarity of these two 
vessels does not stop at this point. After 
having pioneered marine steam propul
sion with the SS Savannah, we decided to 
cast our lot with sailing ships, and there
by surrendered a technological advan
tage to our foreign competitors from 
which we have yet to recover. So, too, is 
the NS Savannah seemingly ill-fated, 
since the administration has decided to 
lay up this vessel in August of this year, 
and thereby retire from service our only, 
and indeed the world's only, nuclear pro
pelled merchant vessel currently in op-
eration. · 
~he NS Savannah, however, is sym

bollc of an even more basic issue, which 
was pointed up only last week by Dr. 
George Kavanagh, Assistant General 
Manager for Reactors of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, when appeM"ing be
fore our Committee on Merchant Ma
rine a.nd Fisheries. At that time, in 
response to an inquiry concerning the 
continued operation of the NS Savannah, 
Dr. Kavanagh remarked: 

I think the point is we ought to be figuring 
out what it is we want. to do for the U.S. 
Merchant Marine. 

Well, this is exactly what I and many 
Members of the Congress thought the 
administration was trying to accomplish 
by its intensive studies of the American 
maritime industry made over the past 6 
years. Yet it seems that today on Mari
time . Day 1967 we are no closer to an
swering these most basic questions
what do we want for the American mer
chant marine, and where are we going?
than we were when we first embarked on 
these several and most fruitless studies. 
The time is now, if not long overdue, for 
us to take remedial action on our mount
ing maritime problems, and to this end I 
earnestly urge that we act so that next 
Maritime Day-1968-will not come 
upon us bogged down in the same quag
mire of indecision and vacillation which 
characterizes the 1967 Maritime Day. 

KENNEDY ROUND RESULTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Missouri EMr. CuRTis] is rec
ognized for 25 minutes. 
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Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, after years 

of intensely difficult negotiation, the 
Kennedy round can be considered an im
portant success for economic as well as 
political reasons. In large measure, the 
success or the negotiations, to the sub
stantial extent that they achieve Amer
ican objectives, can be attributed to the 
organization and procedures established 
by Congress to conduct the trade negoti
ations, that is, the Office of the Special 
Representative for Trade Negotiations, 
as directed by Gov. Christian A. Herter 
and by his successor, Ambassador Wil
liam M. Roth, as well as by Deputy 
:Special Representative Michael Blumen
thal , and their able and dedicated staff. 

In economic terms, the Kennedy round 
has included a greater volume of trade 
than any other negotiation, the average 
weighted cut on industrial products has 
been more extensive than any negotia
tion, and there have been important 
concessions on agriculture products. In 
addition, there has been significant 
progress in the area of non tariff barriers, 
particularly the problem of dumping. 

In overall trade terms including both 
industry and agriculture, the tariff cuts 
made by the United States now appear 
to be in balance with those of the other 
industrialized countries. The United 
States is obtaining tariff concessions on 
about $7 to $8 billion of industrial and 
agricultural exports, and is giving tariff 
cuts on about $7 to $8 billion of in
dustrial and agricultural imports. 

For industrial products, the partici
pan ts seem to have agreed on cuts aver
aging between 33 and 35 percent. In agri
culture, the average cut is less but the 
United States seems to have obtained im
portant concessions covering a substan
tial volume of trade. 

But it is at best difficult at this time to 
specify in dollar terms the precise mean
ing of these negotiations for world trade 
flows. There is little doubt, however, that 
these major tariff and trade barrier re
ductions are reciprocal in trade terms 
and will have an extensive trade expan
sion effect, and that they therefore will 
have an important effect in expanding 
the world economy, to the benefit of the 
United States and other trading nations, 
and to the benefit also of the developing 
countries. 

In political terms the Kennedy round 
can be said not to have succeeded fully 
in the important initial objective of bind
ing together the Atlantic community na
t ions, but it has had effects that signify 
a political success in other ways. The suc
cess of the negotiations in the final anal
ysis demonstrates that the hard-bar
gaining European Common Market in 
fact feels an ultimate sense of responsi
bility toward expansive, outward-look
ing economic and political objectives; 
that, in other words, it is not committed 
to an inward-looking trade policy. 

The substantive agreement reached on 
Monday, May 15, by the heads of delega
tions in Geneva, resolved many funda
mental issues in dispute-issues that have 
been evolving as the major concerns of 
the negotiations during the last several 
years----most importantly grains and 
chemicals. 

In grains, the concept of guaranteed 

access to the Common Market was thorities to negotiate given to the Presi
abandoned on the theory that greatly in- dent by the Congress in the Trade Ex
creased demand for feed grains would al- pansion Act of 1962 will expire. 
low us to maintain our market share in During the period until the June 30 
spite of the trade restrictive effects of deadline, the Special Representative for 
the EEC's farm price systems, and in view Trade Negotiations and his staff will pre
of the extreme reluctance of the EEC to pare comprehensive summaries which 
give substantial access. In return, the will present, in dollar terms, the extent 
EEC dropped its demand that world trade of foreign nations' trade concessions to 
in feed grains be organized to reflect its the United States, and the extent of u.s. 
own pricing practices. trade concessions to foreign countries. 

For wheat, the United States agreed to It appears that for the first time in a 
a price range, with a minimum price of trade negotiation of a nature similar to 
$1.73 a bushel for Hard Red Winter ordi- the Kennedy round these evaluations of 
nary protein free on board gulf ports, a the dollar meanings of concessions are 
price below the present world price for being formulated with a determined ef
that grade wheat. The upper limit of the fort at objectivity and accuracy through 
price range is $2.13. This price agreement statistically correct procedures and with 
will take the place of the International the assistance of computers.· The report
Wheat Agreement, which expires at the ing procedures required by section 226 
beginning of July, this year. The new of the Trade Expansion Act will be com
wheat agreement must be ratified by the pleted when the final comprehensive re
Senate. ports are delivered to the Congress. 

In conjunction with an agreement on These reports will be made public. 
the price of wheat, the major partie- The future of U.S. trade policy must 
ipants on Monday agreed that they now absorb our attention. First, it is 1m
would contribute a food aid package of perative to continue the study of the is-
4.5 million tons of grains each year for 3 sues that have been brought to light, 
years. The United States share will be many for the first time, in the Kennedy 
about 42 percent, the EEC will provide round. No means of beginning to do so is 
23 percent, Canada 9 percent, and Aus- superior to public congressional hearings 
tralia, the United Kingdom and Japan conducted by the appropriate commit
each 5 percent. tees of Congress, primarily the House 

In the agriculture negotiations on Ways and Means Committee and the 
items other than g!'lains, dairy, and meat, ·House-Senate Joint Economic Commit
there are indications that there will be tee. 
very significant trade concessions from A specific congressional role in the im
the other participants, including the mediate future is to study and consider 
Common Market. the benefits or detriments to the United 

In chemicals, the United States sue- States of the separate bargaining "pack
ceeded in having its position accepted age" for American selling price, which 
that there had to be a separation of the would give the United States important 
American selling price system from the additional tariff concessions from the 
larger chemicals sector. The result is a Common Market, Britain, and Japan in 
"two-package" agreement, one package chemicals, in return for converting the 
part of the Kennedy round and the sec- American selling price customs valuation 
ond package, containing ASP, separate · system to the normal American valuation 
from it. In the first package the United system used for all other products, and 
States agreed to make cuts on all chemi- for adjusting the rates on chemicals now 
cals of about 42 percent. In return the covered by the American selling price 
EEC, United Kingdom, and Japan will system. 
make cuts which combined average 25 to In the meantime, Congress should con-
30 percent. This package is said to be sider in open debate improvements in 
"self-balancing," or reciprocal. the permanent organization of the Office 

In the second package, the United of the Special Representative for Trade 
States agrees to seek legislation elimi- · Negotiations to reflect increased foreign 
nating ASP and establishing new duties economic policymaking responsibilities 
for chemicals at 20 percent, except for in the immediate post-Kennedy round 
certain drugs at 25 percent, and dyes at period, during which time the Special 
30 percent. In return, the EEC, United Representative will also conduct a thor
Kingdom and Japan will make further ough study of future trade objectives. 
cuts of 20 to 25 percent. Also, the EEC' ;. ; But perhaps most pressing is the need 
will modify "road" taxes that discrimi- ~ to shape new policies to create a better 
nate against exports of American autos/': climate in which the developing conn
and the United Kingdom will make a 20- ; tries can trade with the developed world. 
percent reduction in the Commonwealth The members of the 21-nation Organi
preference on American tobacco. Thus zation for Economic Cooperation and 
the EEC has accepted the American po- ·Development-OECD-are now rapidly 
sition that a change in a U.S. nontariff moving toward important decisions in 
trade barrier should be reciprocated by this area, decisions for which the United 
change in a foreign nation's nontariff States must be well prepared. 
trade barriers. D This concern for the trade problems 

Now these basic agreements, and the of the developing countries-a concern 
many others, must be worked out in de- for implementing a policy of "trade not 
tail. This task, as well as the extremely : aid"-and a concern for focusing atten
complex task of extensively rewriting the·.:: tion on the "other than tariff" barriers 
6,000-item Tariff Schedules of the United to world trade that have become so im
States to reflect the Kennedy round bar- portant to present world commercial re
gains, will consume the remaining days lations, can be furthered by means of bi
until midnight, June 30, when the au- lateral or other negotiations in the pe-
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riod until a major new legislative effort 
is launched. In this coming period there 
will be ample opportunity to carry on 
other aspects of the work initiated dur
ing the Kennedy round, such as in agri
culture trade, and to begin working on 
new fronts, including the problem of un
fair and hidden export subsidization, the 
contribution of international futures 
markets in stabilizing prices of impor
tant agriculture products of developing 
countries, and the laying of groundwork 
for establishing uniform rules of inter
national fair competitive practice in all 
fields. 

THE U.S.S. "NEW JERSEY" 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. GALLAGHER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

'!'here was no objection. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, there 

have been continuing reports in the press 
speculating that the Department of De
fense is preparing to call back into serv
ice one of our World War II vintage bat
tleships to serve in the Vietnam war. 
I have personally checked with officials 
in the Department of the Navy and I un- · 
derstand that, although no firm decision 
has been made, there is serious consid
eration being given to this matter. 

Of special interest and pride to the 
citizens of New Jersey is the fact that 
the battleship U.S.S. New Jersey is the 
leading contender for being recommis
sioned for service in Vietnam. 

Mr. Speaker, the U.S.S. New Jersey 
has served this country with distinction 
in the Pacific theater during World War 
II and during the Korean confiict. She 
has been a source of admiration, pride, 
and honor for the State of New Jersey. 

The prospect of recommissioning the 
U.S.S. New Jersey also gives renewed 
hope for a proposal which would embody 
the pride of the people of the State of 
New Jersey in "our ship." I have for sev
eral years been interested in converting 

and convert the ship into a national 
monument. 

The tremendous popularity of the 
U.S.S. North Carolina as a national and 
State attraction in North Carolina points 
to the popularity that the U.S.S. New 
Jersey would enjoy. It would be a fitting 
end to a distinguished ship. 

Mr. Speaker, the U.S.S. New Jersey has 
a record in war and peace scarcely 
touched by any other ship of the fieet. 
What follows is a brief sketch of her rec
ord which should indicate the prime rea
son why she deserves better than going 
back into the mothball fieet or conversion 
to scrap after her final service. 

The U.S.S. New Jersey has an overall 
length of 887 feet 7 inches with an ex
treme beam of 108 feet 1 inch. She dis
places 45,000 tons and is designed with 
a top speed of 33 knots. Her armament 
consists of nine 16-inch guns, twenty 5-
inch guns, 16 quad 40-mm. antiaircraft 
cannon and 60 single 20-mm. antiaircraft 
cannon. The New Jersey's armor is 17 
inches thick. 

Actually, the present U.S.S. New Jersey 
had a pred€cessor named for the great 
State of New Jersey. The original U.S.S. 
New Jersey was one of the great white 
battleships of the pre-World War I vin
tage. The first New Jersey first served off 
the coast of Cuba during September and 
October of 1906 ready to protect Ameri
can citizens and property during the 
Cuban insurrection of that year. During 
1907, President Theodore Roosevelt sent 
the New Jersey on a cruise around the 
world to show our increasing naval 
might. She traveled around South Amer
ica making stops at most of the major 
ports. From there the New Jersey pro
ceeded to Australia where Prime Min
ister Deakin made a speech of welcome 
in the Sydney Townhall in which he 
said: 

No other :flag but that of Great Bri.tain 
would receive such a welcome as we are 
extending to the United States :fleet. May our 
cordiality convince our King that even the 
giant strength of majestic battleships counts 
for less than the strength of the invisible 
ties drawing us tog·ether, united in affection 
in our heritage of freedom and humane 
ideals. 

the U.S.S. New Jersey into a national The New Jersey then proceeded to 
monument to be situated off the shore· Japan and from thence on to the Suez 
of Jersey City. Canal, Egypt, France, and on February 

As many Members are aware, the Ellis 22, 1909, she arrived on the east coast of 
Island National Monument is scheduled the United States. 
for completion in the near future. In ad.: During 1911 through 1914, the original 
dition, the State of New Jersey is pres- battleship New Jersey stood duty in the 
ently constructing Liberty Park on the Caribbean with particular emphasis on 
shores of Jersey City. These attractions Mexico. In April of 1914 the men from 
would provide a natural and inspiring the New Jersey assisted in the occupation 
setting in which to place the U.S. New of Vera Cruz, Mexico. 
Jersey once it is decommissioned and The battleship New Jersey served as a 
declared of no further military use to the gunnery training ship during World War 
U.S. Navy. I and after the signing of the armistice 

One of the factors which has pre- she made four trips to France to assist in 
vented serious consideration of bringing returning nearly 5,000 American vet
the U.S.S. New Jersey from its present , erans. The original battleship New Jersey 
mothball berth to .Jersey Cfty has been . Was deactivated at the Boston Naval 
the tremendous cost involved in moving · Shipyard on August 6, 1920. 
the huge ship and rehabilitating it for · ·New Jersey gave a last measure of 
use as a national monument. Now, as- service to the Nation on September 5, 
suming that the New Jersey is recommis- ·1922, when she was sunk off Cape Hat
sioned for service, the cost will be mini- teras by Gen. Billy Mitchell's Army 
mal to decommission the New Jersey in bomber&-proving once and for all the 
the vicinity of Jersey City's Liberty Park r effectiveness of airpower. 

The present battleship U.S.S. New 
Jersey-BB-62-was built by the Phila
delphia Naval Shipyard. Her keel was 
laid on September 16, 1940, and she was 
launched on December 7, 1942, by Mrs. 
Charles Edison, wife of the Governor of 
New Jersey. Governor Edison, inciden
tally, was a former Secretary of the 
Navy. 

The New Jersey first engaged in action 
during the American capture and occu
pation of the Marshall Islands during 
January of 1944. She next led a task 
force of battleships, cruisers, and air
craft carriers to destroy the Japanese 
advance fieet base at Truk Atoll, Caro
line Islands. The New Jersey continued 
to operate in support of landings 
throughout the smaller Pacific islands. 
She took part in the invasion of New 
Guinea in April of 1944. 

During June 1944 the New Jersey lent 
her tremendous firepower to the invasion 
forces occupying the Mariana Islands. 
During that same month she provided 
antiaircraft cover during the critical 
Battle of the Philippine Sea. Japanese 
Admiral Ozawa's log shows that of 430 
aircraft used during the Battle of the 
Philippine Sea, only 35 survived. 

The New Jersey became the fiagship 
of the 3d Fleet on August 24, 1944, when 
she hoisted the fiag of Adm. William F. 
Halsey, Jr. For the next 3 months the 
New Jersey led the 3d Fleet in operations 
against the Japanese at Okinawa, Ma
nila, Leyte, and Formosa. Toward the 

-end of 1944, the New Jersey shelled 
Japanese positions along the Indochina 
coast and on the Chinese mainland. The 
New Jersey protected the support fieet 
during the invasion of Okinawa. 

After the war, the New Jersey re
turned to the United States, arriving at 
San Francisco on February 10, 1946. 
After an overhaul at the Puget Sound 
Naval Shipyard, the New Jersey traveled 
through the Panama Canal and cele
brated her fourth birthday at Bayonne, 
N.J. Gov. Alfred Driscoll and former Gov. 
Walter E. Edge were the honored guests 
at Bayonne. 

For the next 2 years the New Jersey 
served in the North Atlantic, training 
Naval Academy midshipmen. During 
her stops throughout Europe, the New 
Jersey was host to numerous government 
officials and royalty. · 

On June 29, 1948, the New Jersey 
cleared Brooklyn Bridge with only 2· 
feet to spare on her way to decommis
sioning ceremonies at the Bayonne 
Naval Annex. 

The New Jersey was recommissioned 
at ceremonies in Bayonne attended by 
Governor Driscoll . and Admiral Halsey. 
After shakedown cruises throughout the 
Caribbean, she set sail for Korea and 
service with United Nations Forces as 
the flagship of the 7th Fleet. 

The New Jersey pounded the North 
Korean shores in support of United 
Nations troops. Her 16-inch guns rained 
death and destruction on the North 
Korean and Chinese troops and instal
lations. Her helicopters assisted in res
cuing numerous airmen shot down over 
North and South Korea. 

On November 11, 1951, the New Jersey 
participated in her last action of this 
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first tour of Korean service. She had 
fired over 3,000 rounds of 16-inch shells 
and nearly 4,000 rounds of 5-inch 
ammunition. She had completed over 
49,000 miles of cruising in the Korean 
theater. 

The war-weary battleship returned to 
the Norfolk shipyard for a well-deserved 
overhaul. On July 19, 1952, she left Nor
folk on training exercises with 1,500 
Naval Reserve midshipmen aboard. The 
New Jersey stopped at ports in France 
and Portugal. 

After passing again through the Pan
ama Canal and stopping briefly at Pearl 
Harbor, the New Jersey reached Yoko
suka, Japan, and relieved battleship 
Missouri the following day as flagship of 
Vice Adm. Joseph J. Clark, commander 
of the 7th Fleet. 

The New Jersey arrived off the Korean 
coast on April 13, 1953. Her first mission 
was to play host to the President of 
Korea and Madame Syngman Rhee, 
American Ambassador Ellis 0. Briggs, 
and other American and Korean officials. 

The mighty battleship continued to 
lend her guns as protection to United 
Nations operations. As flagship of Ad
miral Halsey's 7th Fleet, the New Jersey 
hosted numerous conferences and strat
egy sessions attended by President Rhee 
and Gen. Maxwell Taylor. On Septem
ber 16, 1953, President Syngman Rhee 
came on board the New Jersey to pre
sent the Korean Presidential Unit Cita
tion to the 7th Fleet. On July 27, 1953, 
the Korean conflict had ended. 

The New Jersey returned to Norfo!l{ 
for extensive overhaul, and until late 
1956 she served throughout the Atlantic 
and Caribbean, making calls at most 
major ports. Many times she had on 
board an extensive complement of mid
shipmen in training. 

On August 21, 1957, the USS New Jer
sey was decommissioned at Bayonne, N.J. 
She had earned 13 battle stars for opera
tions during World War II and Korea. 
She holds a number of other awards in
cluding both the Korean and Philippine 
Citation badges. There is no doubt from 
her record that the mighty dreadnaught, 
New Jersey, has served her country with 
distinction and valor in the past, and she 
retains the potential to be a powerful 
force again. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that if any battle
ship is recommissioned that it will be 
the New Jersey. I hope she will again 
lend her might to bring peace and free
dom to the world. 

U.S. EXHIBIT AT EXPO 67 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. GALLAGHER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extmneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
obJection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I 

have just returned from Canada where 
it was my privilege to attend the ·lOth 
Canada-United States Interparliamen
tary Conference. At the conclusion of 
the conference, our gracious :posts in-

vi ted us to visit Expo 67, the outstand
ingly beautiful and successful world 
exhibition being held in Montreal this 
year. 

I congratulate the people of Canada 
on the success of Expo 67 by which 
Canada is sharing with the world the 
happy occasion of the 100th anniversary 
of Canadian Confederation. 
· It was also with great pride that I 
visited the 20-story "Sky Break Bubble," 
which is the U.S. pavilion at Expo 67. 
This giant geodesic dome, designed by 
R. Buckminster Fuller, led the New York 
Times to aptly state in an editorial of 
April 27, 1967, "Canada and the United 
States both have hits in Expo 67 ." The 
editorial went on to state: 

The fair bids to be one of the great inter
national shows of the century, and the 
United States Pavilion is a standout--a joy
ous distillation of the best American art, 
science and culture, no less profound for its 
easy wit and beauty. 

We must keep in mind that although 
Expo 67 will be visited by a large number 
of Americans, the U.S. pavilion is there 
for our friends in Canada and other 
countries who will visit Expo 67. It was 
planned to enter into the true spirit of 
Expo 67 in providing a joyous experience 
for all who attend. 

I know some Americans will disagree 
with our exhibit inside the dome, espe
cially so if they compare the hardware 
and consumers goods of the Soviet pa
vilion with ours. The space exhibition 
alone with the actual space vehicles is 
enough to tell that story of American 
might. But by now people in the world 
know of our industrial capacity. Perhaps 
what they no longer associate the United 
States with is our fundamental values 
and beliefs. We are basically a peace
loving people who still hold dearer than 
material values our ideals, our faith in 
the future, our hopes for our children. 
I think our exhibit does an excellent job 
in putting this in proper perspective. It 
is a side of America that needs retelling, 
for it is not told very often these days. 
The American exhibition in Expo 67 tells 
it very well. And it tells it with a quiet 
confidence that is in itself impressive. 

I wish to congratulate the former Con
gressman from Maine, the Honorable 
Stanley R. Tupper, Commissioner Gen
eral of the U.S. exhibit at Expo 67, for a 
job well done. 

That the pavilion has succeeded in 
capturing the spirit of creative America 
could be ·no better illustrated than by an 
article in the Montreal Star Of Saturday, 
May 13, 1967, under the headline "251 
Hats Off to Those Subtle Americans." 
The article praises the geodesic dome, 
pointing out that it "glitters in. sunlight 
and sparkles with a breathtaking inte
rior light at night," and goes on to state 
"it is spectacularly beautiful." 

The reporter writing the article, Dusty 
Vineberg, captures ' the spirit of the ex
position in these words: 

The fact is that the American Pavilion, 
which girdles a pond, a tree and a mini-rail 
as minor details of interior decor, is possibly 
the most brilliant manifestation of man and 
his world at Expo 67. However, it is , a· so
phisticated a:r;1.d subtle exhibition, to be un
derstood as much by wh~t its designers have 

dared to omit as by what has been included, 
as much by what it is not as what it is. 

Our own U.S. publication, U.S. News 
& World Report, states in the May 23, 
1967, issue: 

The American Pavilion has an "Alice in 
Wonderland" air. People say you catch your 
br9alth and exclaim "Gee Whiz." It's an en
tertainment. 

The Virginia Pilot, of Norfolk, Va., 
summarized it with these words: 

The Montreal Universal and International 
Exposition-EXPO 67, for short, as befits 
a gay birthday party-celebrates the 100 
years of our neighbor, Canada, by depicting 
man as creator, explorer; producer, provider, 
and member of the community. 

And celebrates is the right word. The over
all impression of EXPO 67 is one of delight 
with the world around us an optimism for its 
future. The exhibition itself, which makes a 
Venice of what had been acres of pollution, 
is an e~eposition of how modern planning can 
transform man's environment. 

No exhibit is more expressive o·f the moOd 
of crea:tiveness than ·the 20-story dome, gay 
as a Christmas baubel, conveying an impres
sion of life in the United States. The airy 
presentation of pop art and space capsules, 
cheek by jowl, is daring and controversial; 
but that, too, represents this nation's willing
ness to experiment. If the u :s. exhibit in
vokes debate, that is evidence that it is way 
out, which is where this country ought to be, 
whether exploring the universe in space or at 
a world's fair. 

I would like to include for your atten
tion some reactions from Montreal 
papers: 

[From the Montreal Star, May 13, 1967] 
U.S. PoP-ART AT ExPo--VIETNAM 

''CAMOUFLAGE'' 
Moscow, May 13.-The Soviet government 

newspaper Izvestia last night said the U.S. 
hoped to use "five-story" pop-art paintings 
at the Montreal world's fair-Expo 67-to 
draw attention away from U.S. aggression in 
VietNam. 

Izvestia correspondent S. Kondrashov 
praised architect Buckminster Fuller's geo-

. desic dom,e, which houses the American 
pavilion, and said the space exhibit was 
interesting, but had few ltind words for the 
"creative America" section of the exhibition. 

He singled out mammoth paintings by 
Barnett Newman and Robert Indiana for 
special criticism. Indiana's painting "cardi
nal numbers," a 53-foot high canvas in which 
numbers are written in both figures and 
words, "freezes the soul of art," he wrote. 

Kondrashov accused the U.S. information 
agency of cold-bloodedly drawing attention 
away from the war · in Viet Nam-"a war 
that is present only in the form of polished 
medals on the chests of the burly Marine 
sergeants guarding the pavilion." 

The Soviet Union .• celebrating the 50th an
niversary <;>f the October revolution, has the 
biggest pavilion at Expo 67. 

[From the Montreal, Saturday Gazette, May 
13, 1967] 

THE AMERICAN PAVILION AT EXPO '67 
A POET'S. VIBW 

(By Louis Dudek) 
The popular U.S. Pavilion at Expo is a good 

subject of conversation these days. Everyone 
has his pros and cons, and reactions vary 
from praise to paltry prejudice. But there's 
a reason for all these discussions. · 

The dome is like some mlscroscopic struc
ture vastly enlarged, one of the protozoa .. or 
perhaps a molecular arrangement from be
yond the scope of human vision. The inside, 
one would expect, should be stuffed with bio-
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physical di~plays, models of atoms, studies 
in physics and metaphysics to fit the ext.ernal 
appearance. Actually it contains nothing of 
the sort. 

R. Buckminster Fuller, the archi teet who 
designed the geodesic dome, indeed is in
terested in the mystery of the creation. He 
believes that we do not merely live in a 
universe where all energy is running down 
(entropy), but that we are also accumulating 
energy as creative living beings and releasing 
energy of our own. 

Jack Macy at the American Pavilion, who 
had the job of "filllng the bubble," explains 
that the aim was simply to give "a visual 
statement about a cross-section of Amer
ica" ... and to make it all "big, American, 
and beautiful." It certainly is, and most 
visitors are hugely pleased and stimulated 
by the lively "happenings" inside. Like much 
of Expo, it is designed for popular consump
tion-since, let's face it, Expo is one of the 
mass media-but it also has its serious in
tellectual side. 

Actually, the new technology is against old 
art; it demands a new kind of art tha.t comes 
straight out of the new technology. The old 
principles of individual creativity and expres
sion are replaced by new impersonal and 
functional products. The result is a state of 
crisis in all the arts, a kind of hysteria that 
seems ready to abandon all known distinc
tions between art and non-art, all aesthetic 
principles, and yields to the process of me
chanical transformation. Camp is one of the 
results, a state of mind which says "Nihil
ism is fun ... Since there are no gods, let's 
collect the clay fragments of what other 
foolish people have admired." 

The geodesic dome at Expo is filled with 
blow-ups of film stars, exhibits of famous 
guitars, antique folk-art, 197 hats (count 
'em), Raggedy-Ann dolls from New Jersey, 
and retrieved components of space vehicles. 
It all adds up to modern America, like Dos 
Passos' U.S.A.; but the modern hysteria is 
also there, and the crisis in values is recorded 
in the various exhibits as well as the Andy 
Warhol picture overlooking the lot. Th.is is 
all very contemporary, and it reflects the 
dilemma of modern art and life, better than 
any poetry. 

Our problem, since T. S. Eliot's The Waste 
Land and Mr. Bloom in Ulysses, is one of 
triviality and how to transcend it. The triv
ial, in everyday life, is really absurd, stupid, 
unreal-and we know it. We try to escape 
it. Art was always the answer to the unreality 
of commonplace existence: art, or religion. 

When the trivial is recent enough, and we 
can remember it with affection, we bring it 
back as the art of nostalgia. The old film 
stars, at the U.S. Pavilion, are suffused with 
nostalgia. Children's games, on the other 
hand, shown in the Art Kane film in the 
auditorium, are the ideal itself reduced to 
the sentimental, a very attractive cliche. Nei
ther is really strong enough to save us from 
futility. 

The realism of the Apollo space capsules, 
and the stark replica of the moon's surface, 
are something else again. These might take 
us up, out of the realm of trivia; but then we 
know that the space game is really a mis
guided missile. It doesn't really answer the 
problem of technological and scientific mean
inglessness. 

The permanent, the durable in art, is the 
only index in experience of what is not ab
surd, stupid, or unreal, and that is why we 
will always return to it. No matter how dis
tracted or confused, we will return to the 
idea of art after the hysteria of technologi
cal discovery and innovation peters down. 
In the meantime, the excitement of new ad
venture leads us on. 

AN ARCHITECT'S VIEW 

(By Satish Dhar) 
This is not the first time the Geodesic 

Dome has been used in a Fair. For the last 

nine years the United States has been laying 
it, like a golden egg, at many International 
Trade Fairs, particularly in underdeveloped 
countries. Different versions of it have ap
peared at Istanbul, Kabul, Tunis, New Delhi, 
Accra, Tokyo and even Moscow, where inci
dentally the Russians liked it so much that 
they bought it. 

But in these cases there were reasons for 
the United States to act the protective hen 
to Buckminster Fuller's Dome. It was easy 
to ship, easy to put up and take down and 
then reassemble on another site with un
skilled labor. It did not mean that the Amer
icans were taking the Dome seriously as a 
piece of architecture. But its inclusion in a 
fair in North America, where there are no 
problems of transportation or construction 
indicates that it has now been canonised 
by the architectural profession and has tri
umphantly come of age. 

It is easy to wax poetic about Buckminster 
Fuller's glistening bubble with its interlac
ing steel filigree-work, the everchanging 
sheen on its glassy skin or the endless play 
of the sun on its surface. It is easy also to 
get carried away by the sheer purity of its 
beauty or the lightness, the airy soaring vi
tality of its interior. But it is not easy to 
understand why it took a non-architect. 
Fuller, to give one of the most satisfying 
answers to a purely architectural problem. 

An exhibit pavilion is in the realm of pure 
visual design where structural and utili
tarian problems are secondary-. 

It is for this reason that an exhibit pa
vilion has been called the architect's de
light. And yet, where most architects have 
got lost in their own aesthetic vLr.tuosity 
or their orgiastic imagination, the American 
giant bubble has a directness an~ simplicity 
with few parallels in this Fair or others that 
have gone before it. It is almost as if modern 
architecture, whose most important con
tribution on the .aesthetic l-evel has been sim
plicity, has lost its pristine innocence and 
has had to look outside its own realm to win 
it back. 

It is small wonder that Buckminster Ful
ler got his inspiration for his new building 
system outside the field of architecture. 
Long ago he discovered that the building 
industry was geared to obsolete materials 
based on their strength in compression. 
These materials were not as strong as the 
tensile materials developed by the aircraft 
industry. He realised that a structure built 
on tensile structural principles would be 
lighter, faster to build and cheaper. 

Fuller had been probing into the nature 
of forces in the Universe and he realised the 
ascendant law of the Universe was not tthe 
state of rest as Newton had described it in 
his First Law but that of motion as dis
covered by Einstein. Fuller then carried his 
researches to the building industry, where 
the structural system was based on the prin
ciple of materials in compression. But a 
structure in compression is a structure at 
complete rest. This to Fuller was going 
against the grain of the Universe. 

So he invented a new building system
the geodesic principle. This system is a com
bination of structural members in tension 
and compression which balance and thus 
distribute the stresses evenly throughout the 
structure. Such a balancing of contrary 
forces, such as interaction of stresses is di
rectly opposed to the "structure at rest" 
bases of the compression system. Such a self
annulling of forces has resulted in a pro
digiously strong structure in comparison to 
the weight. 

It is therefore not surprising that the 
American pav111on at Expo is one of the 
lightest structures of this size devised by 
man. 

It is this springy, almost effervescent light
ness that is the most striking aspect of the 
American Exhibit, and the designers of this 
pavilion have sought to enhance this quality 

of lightness by every means at their disposal. 
Such an attitude on the part of the designers 
makes this particular Geodesic Dome more 
successful as architecture when compared 
with the 5000 or so that have gone before 
it. Though based on the same principle the 
earlier domes looked squat and rigid like an 
inanimate weight on the ground. This was 
because they were designed as pure hemi
spheres and placed on flat ground. 

The American pavilion on the other hand 
is a % sphere and is placed on a. raised plat
form on one side and a pool on the other. The 
fact that it is not a rigid hemisphere gives it 
a soaring dynamic quality: like a trans
parent balloon caught in its ascent to the 
sky. 

It is understandable that in the presence 
of such a spatial fantasy that the interior or
ganization should seem like a hindrance, an 
intrusion. For what takes place inside the 
structure is architecture, and architecture, 
as it is today, is like an anachronism when it 
has the Geodesic Dome for its backdrop. But 
within the limitations of architecture the 
Cambridge Seven who have designed the in
terior, have done a valiant job, putting up 
the exhibits so as to set off the dome to the 
best advantage. 

This pavilion will be remembered by archi
tects if only because it has underlined for 
them the limitations of their profession. This 
may in turn encourage them to look beyond 
their discipline for inspiration. If it does 
that, architecture may yet get another lease 
of life. 

[From the Montreal Star, May 13, 1967] 
251 HATS OFF TO THOSE SUBTLE AMERICANS 

Ever since opening night many Americans 
have come away puzzled and angry from 
their nation's pavilion at Expo 67. They con
cede that Buckminster Fuller's dome, which 
glitters in sunlight and sparkles with a 
breath-taking burst of interior light at night, 
is spectacularly beautiful But they feel let 
down by its contents. They say it is a hollow 
bubble. 

Always in the minds of visitors, it seems, 
is that other pavilion across Cosmos walk, 
the huge, didactic exhibit of the U.S.S.R., 
jam-packed with every last nut and bolt 
manufactured in the Soviet Union. 

The fact is that the American pav111on, 
which girdles a pond, a tree and a minirail as 
minor details of interior decor, is possibly the 
most brilliant manifestation of man and his 
world ,at Expo 67. However, i.t is ·a sophisti
cated and subtle exhibition, to be under
stood as much by what its designers have 
dared to omit as by what has been included, 
as much by what it is not as by what it is. 

It is not boastful or aggressive, it ie not 
militaristic. There is nothing of the hawk in 
the theme of "Creative America" or in its 
execution. And strangely the Americans, 
normally mas·ters of the hard sell, have not 
even publicired it very much, fearing per
haps, congressional watchdogs and the Un
American Activities Committee. 

The fact that somehow it got away from 
that kind of officialdom, although it was or
ganized by the United States Information 
Agency, is a miracle. 

Art is rarely created by committee, that 
is to say, by democratic processes, but gov
ernments tend to see it as their duty to dilute 
the unique and individual, to be all-inclusive, 
to represent in their exhibitions every aspect 
of their countries and their peoples. Unfor
tunatery, as Sir Herbert Read has pointed 
out, art is the opposite process of choosing, 
selecting and emphasizing. 

The designers of the American pavilion, 
working with Jack Masey of the USIA, under
stood this. Headed by Ivan Chermayeff of the 
young design group called Cambridge Seven, 
they have shown the world certain aspects 
of their country, confident no one would 
misunderstand such selective emphasis. 

Can anyone really imagine that the Amer-
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icans are unable to lay out as much hard
ware as the Russians if they wished? The 
designers of this exhibit, civilized and world
oriented as they are--Buckminster Fuller 
re·fers to them as "world men" like himself
simply take for granted their country's abil
ity to achieve technologically whatever is 
necessary for survival, health and social wel
fare. 

That, in fact, was their starting point. 
It left them free to explore the theme of 
"Creative America." And they started with 
the physical situation, the geodesic dome, 
which in itself is a statement. As Marshall 
McLuhan might put it, the pavilion is the 
message. 

With its computer-controlled sunshades, 
its forecasting of temperature-controlled 
cities under plastic, its spectacular view of 
the city, fair, river and mountain, it makes, 
by itself, an overwhelming statement about 
American architectural and engineering 
genius. It also provides a thrilling sense of 
space and one of the longest escalator rides in 
the world. 

In short, it is fun and it really does feel, 
as Buekminster Full·er described it, like go
ing aboard an ocean liner. And like the rest 
of the American pavilion, it requires no cap
tions. This cinematic virtue is also a virtue 
of pavilions at a fair the size of Expo 67 
where the ab111ty of foot and brain to absorb 
puntshment is a factor to be respected. 

As for the four main exhibits-two for 
space research and exploration and one each 
for Hollywood memorabilia and contem
porary art--visitors will find some more re
warding than others according to their in
clinations. Only the space exhibits, dramatic 
demonstrations of technological creativity, 
are unanimously accepted. The movie display 
has been deplored as superficial, the art show 
described as "a clubroom for an American 
clique," and the four-area division felt to 
be vaguely unsatisfying and unexpected. 

It seems to me on the contrary that the 
division is bold but valid, an intriguing and 
or-iginal concep•tion that highlights impor
tant aspects of creative America. 

And it is counterpointed by the sub-ex
hibits of folk arts and "The American 
Spirit." No history professor has been at 
work here. There has been no effort to teach 
anyone anything except indirectly, through 
the startling beauty and variety of the ob
jects and the dash :;>.nd elan with whic~ 
they are exhibited. 

From Indian beadwork to patchwork 
quilts, they have been lovingly assembled 
by people who recognize quality whether in 
a museum or at a country fair. They create 
a mood and they convey also a sense of the 
past and of tradition that contrasts brilliant
ly with the space world of today and tomor
row. Like the rest of the exhibits, they have 
been mounted with wLt and el.egance. 

Yet, since the pavmon opened, these dis
plays and especially a collection of 250 men's 
hats, have displeased visitors who appear to · 
feel that anything that is fun cannot be 
serious. The hats-from cowboy to hard hat 
-are intended to represent in a lightheart
ed way the diversity of American life. There 
are some among us, it seems, who would 
have preferred hard facts to hard hats. 

Even they must concede, however, that the 
American pavilion achieves the nearly im
possible in this day of over-shocked, super
saturated people: it is surprising. As one 
visitor reported joyously the other day, it 
is for artists and children. It is not what 
one expects of the United States. It does 
not take itself too seriously. It is elegant, 
w1 tty and fun. 

What the world expects these days is more 
in the military line-rockets, napalm, the 
blindfold blunder into a quagmire from 
which it is impossible to extract the nation 
and where hate, fear and fanaticism are 
bred, dark companions of the qualities of 

love, hope, optimism, genius, grace and joy 
which have built the American pavilion. 

The pavilion stands as a reminder of 
American diversity which resists generaliza
tions about the country. As Germany was 
a nation which nurtured Goethe and Hitler, 
so the United States is a country of warring 
forces. Our future may depend on which 
ones prevail. 

Standing under that soaring dome which 
offers-unfortunately it can't be tagged, 
labelled and exhibited in a showcase--"an 
aesthetic sense of space," it is possible to 
feel happier with the answer to the question: 
"How goes the battle?" 

NEED TO REVISE SELECTIVE SERV
ICE LAW-LXVII 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTENMEIER] may 
extend his remarks .at this point in the 
RECORD 'and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 

shortly after World War II, a naval hero 
of that war wrote: 

War will exist until that distant day when 
the conscientious objector enjoys the same 
reputation and prestige that the warrior does 
today. 

That former naval man was John F. 
Kennedy. 

Today, instead of respecting the rights 
of the conscientious objector, the Com
mittee on Armed Services would have us 
agree to two changes in the present law 
that would place further restrictions on 
these individuals. 

Currently conscientious objectors are 
divided into two groups--those who ob
ject to war in any form but who are not 
opposed to noncombatant service in the 
military, and those who object not only 
to war but to military service of any 
kind. 

Under present law, members of the 
second group are not inducted, but are 
simply ordered by their local draft boards 
to undertake 2 years of work of a hu
manitarian or soc1al nature. If they do 
not fulfill this obligation, they can be 
prosecuted under civil law, but are tech
nically not under military discipline. The 
Armed Services Committee, however, 
recommends the elimination of some of 
this distinction by inducting all conscien
tious objectors into the Armed Forces. 
Those who object to military service as 
well as to war would be immediate1y 
granted leave to perform 2 years of work, 
but they would be under military disci
pline. 

The other change urged by the com
mittee would eliminate from the present 
law a clause attempting to define what 
the Congress means by "religious train
ing and belief" as a basis for conscien
tious objection. The a:ct attempted to 
define this in terms of the individual's 
"relation to a supreme being." 

The Supreme Court broadened the 
definition of this particular clause in the 
1965 Seeger decision, by interpreting it 
to mean a belief in a universal moral im
perative, which would parallel the ordi
nary religious belief in a supreme being. 
The committee, however, would have 

us undermine the U.S. Supreme Court 
by narrowing the grounds for conscien
tious objection through the removal of 
this section from the law. 

Mr. Speaker, approximately 50 years 
ago, on April 27, 1917, to be exact, a 
speech was made in the U.S. Senate 
which discussed the rights of a conscien
tious objector. The speaker was the great 
Senator from Wisconsin, Robert M. La 
Follette. He clearly understood and re
spected not only the religious objections 
to military service and war but also, the 
dictates of human conscience. In offer
ing an amendment to the 1917 draft bill 
that would extend the basis for con
scientious objection, the Wisconsin Sen
ator said: 

As we all know, there are many thousands 
of spiritual-minded citizens in the United 
States who believe that all war is wrong, and 
that it is against civilization and the Chris
tian religion, and who will be killed rather 
than to kill. These people are by no means 
confined to members of religious organiza
tions-as that language used in this bill. 
These people are among our best citizens-
sober, industrious, law-abiding, God-fearing 
people, and yet this bill makes no provision 
which will allow them to obey the dictates 
of their conscience 1f in the operation of the 
draft they are selected for military service, 
and neither does it contain any provision 
to protect these people or any others from 
being singled out and made the special ob
jects of military persecution under this law. 
These and other considerations in justice 
and fairness require the adoption of this 
amendment. 

THE AIR QUALITY ACT OF 1967 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentlemam. 
from California [Mr. CoRMAN] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD aJild include extraneous m•atter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, we here 

in Congress and American citizens all 
over the country have been talking about 
air pollution for many years. Consider
able legislation has been enacted, some 
progress has been made, but the prob
lem remains serious and in some parts 
of the country is getting even worse. 

The other day, a former Member of 
the Congress, a Representative from 
Wisconsin, Andrew J. Biemiller, now the 
director of the AFL-CIO Department 
of Legislation, recommended certain 
amendments to strengthen the Federal 
Clean Air Act, which are worthy of the 
consideration of all of us. I therefore 
ask, Mr. Speaker, that the statement of 
Mr. Biemiller be inserted in the RECORD 
as follows: 
STATEMENT BY ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, DI

RECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF LEGISLATION, AMER
ICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRES~ 

OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, TO THE SUB~ 

COMMITTEE ON Am AND WATER POLLUTION 
OF THE SENATE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 
ON 8. 780, THE AIR QUALITY ACT OF 1967, 
MAY 3,1967 
Mr. Chairman, my name is Andrew J. 

Biemiller. I am Director of the Department 
of Legislation of the American Feder a tlon 
of Labor and Congress of Industrial Orga
nizations. I am also chairman of the AFL-
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{;10 Staff Committee on Atomic Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

On behalf of the AFL-CIO, I wish to ex
press our support for the broad program set 
forth in S. 780, the proposed Air Quality Act 
of 1967. We have some comments and sug
gestions for improvements, but we are in 
basic agreement with the aims and approach 
of this legislation. 

The AFL-CIO has a long standing interest 
in clean air and air pollution control. The 
last AFL-OIO convention in 1965 declared: 
"The federal air pollution program .should 
be strengthened by increasing grants-in-ruid 
to state air pollution control agencies, to 
establish strict federal performance omteria, 
and to improve state programs, to prov.ide 
strong ,enforceznent machinery, and to ex'" 
pand efforts to provide economically feasi
ble techniques of reducing a1r pollution 
from motor vehicles, industrial and munici
pal contaminants." 

More recently, the AFL-CIO Execl,l,tive 
Council on February 23, 1967 again spelled 
out needed cha.nges in the Federal Clean 
A.ir Act as follows: 

"CONTROL OF AIR POLLUTION'~ 

"The Federal Clean Air Act requires 
:strengthening amendments in order to: 

1. Empower the Secretary of Health, Edu
-cation and Welfare to set a.ir quality criteria 
over all sources of industrial pollutants re
leased into the atmosphere, not merely those 
by automobiles and provided under the pres
ent act. 

2. Establish federal airshed commissions 
to control air pollution in those areas, in 
cooperation with state and local govern
ments. 

3. Provide meaningful enforcement pro
cedures. 

4 . Expand research into causes, effects and 
control methods with regard to air pollution 
and reorganize the scattered federal research 
program in this area. 

"The President's recent message on air 
pollution and his proposed program demon
strate hi·s deep concern over the problem. We 
are in general agreement with his stated goals 
and wm give his legislative proposals the 
serious consideration they require. 

"We urge AFL-CIO state and local bodies 
to cooperate with other groups in their com
munities to help achieve strong local and 
state air pollution control programs." 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the complete text 
of the AFL-CIO Executive Council statement 
on "Air and Water Pollution" be included 
in the record at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

Mr. Chairman, all of the oratory, the pro
liferation of literature, both technical and 
popular, the activities of all levels of gov
ernment, the National Conferences on Air 
Pollution over the past decade cannot set 
aside one stark fact: The problem of air 
pollution is not being solved. It is growing 
worse. 

In his message to the Congress on Air Pol
lution the President said: "We are not even 
controlling today's level of pollution. Ten 
years from now when industrial production 
and waste disposal have increased and the 
nuxnber of automobiles on our streets and 
highways exceeds 110 million, we shall have 
lost the battle for clean air unless we 
strengthen our regulatory and research ef
fortsnow." 

The health, economic, esthetic and long
range environmental threats of polluted air 
are well known. Equally well known are both 
the principal pollutants and the principal 
polluters. 

Air pollution is self-generating, self-sus
taining. It grows from the principal elements 
of our evolving society. 

By 1980 more people will be driving more 
cars, consuming more electric power, buying 
more manufactured products, creating more 
wastes to be disposed of. 

There is a constant outpouring of new 

products and new processes created by a con
stantly changing technology. The introduc
tion of new and often toxic materials into 
the atmosphere, already proceeding at a fan
tastic rate, will, as time goes by, create even 
greater and more complex problems of air
borne contamination. 

I would like to present our comments on a 
number of important proposals contained in 
s. 780. 

1. Establishment of industry-wide emis
sion levels for the principal polluters. 

As it stands now, some industries which 
pollute the air are not regulated at all in a 
state or locality. There are other situations 
where an industrial plant in one locality can 
operate without any regulation while a few 
miles away a competing plant might be 
forced by local ordinance to submit to a high 
degree of control over emission of pollutants. 

If uniform emission controls were set over 
the principal emittants and emitters, it 
would remove inequities now existing and 
provide the basis for firm compliance and 
enforcement procedures at all levels of gov
ernment. 

. Equally important, it would eliminate un
healthy competition for industry between lo
calities and states, competition based on 
more lenient regulation permissive legisla-
tion. or no legislation at all. · 

We urge that the establishment of emis
sion standards be established as rapidly as 
possible. This part of . the air pollution con
trol program should be buttressed by ex
panded research and development. 

Therefore, we support those provisions of 
S. 780 which call for designation of interstate 
industries as significant contributors to air 
pollution and which set industry-wide pollu
tion emission standards. 

Under S. 780, states could set emission 
standards equal to or more stringent than 
the federal standards. However, if the states 
fall to set or enforce standards in a timely 
manner, the federal government could pro
ceed to enforce the minimum federal stand
ards. 

We support this approach because we be
lieve it meets any possible "states' rights" 
argument that might be raised in opposition 
to minimum federal pollution emission 
standards. 

We believe this proposal in S. 780 for set
ting industry-wide pollution emission stand
ards is in full accord with the position of 
the AFL-CIO Executive Council, which called 
for action to "empower the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to set air 
quality criteria over all sources of industrial 
pollutants released into the atmosphere." 
Therefore, we support this proposal. 

2. Regional Air Quality Commissions 
The concept of regional air quality com

missions is one of great value in enlarging 
the control efforts to correct air pollution 
problems which transcend state lines. Air 
pollution levels in one place often are set by 
air pollution originating from pollution emis
sions a long distance away. Indeed, polluted 
air can be and often is carried across the 
continent from California to the Eastern 
seaboard. 

Under the Clean Air Act of 1963, the only 
way to control air pollution problems that 
cross state boundaries is through an inter
state compact. Such compacts have limited 
value, however, because they must first be 
ratified by the legislatures of the states in
volved and then by the Congress. Only one 
such compact in the field of air pollution
between Illinois and Indian~has gotten as 
far as the Congress. The proposed New York
New Jersey compact has been ratified by the 
New York Legislature but still awaits action 
by the New Jersey Legislature. 

The regional commission proposal con
tained in S. 780 is an improvement on the 
interstate compact for two reasons. ( 1) Such 
a commission's area of operation would be 
based on a region :which possesses a charac
teristic of configuration of air movements. 

And (2) the initiative for creation of such 
a commission would not depend on states 
and localities which now too often fail to 
meet their existing responsibilities for 
setting emission standards. 

Under S. 780, the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare could set up a regional 
air quality commission at the request of the 
particular states involved. The Secretary is 
likewise authorized to set up such a commis
sion "whenever on the basis of reports, sur
veys, or studies he has reason to believe that 
such action is necessary to protect the health 
or welfare of persons" in some particular 
area. 

We believe this proposal for regional air 
quality commissions is in full accord with 
the position of the AFL-CIO Executive 
Council, which called for action to "estab
lish federal airshed commissions to control 
air pollution in these areas, in cooperation 
with state and local governments." There
fore, we support this proposal. 

3. Research and Manpower 
The AFL-CIO Executive Council has cailed 

for action to "expand research into causes, 
effects and control methods with regard to 
air pollution and reorganize the scattered 
federal research program in this area." 

We are happy to note, therefoce, that 
S. 780 would raise the authorized appropria
tions for fiscal 1968 from $66 mlllion to $84 
million. This is a step in the right direction. 

I should add, however, that we maintain 
that title to any patents developed under 
federally financed air pollution control re
search and de:Qlonstration projects should 
be acquired and retained by the federal gov
ernment and should be made freely avail
able to the general public. 

Also, I wish to call your attention to the 
shortage of skilled manpower in air pollu
tion control. The Public Health Service says 
there were some 1,200 higher skilled air pol
lution personnel in federal, state, and local 
government control programs in 1965-with 
an estimated need of 7,000 such personnel 
now and 9,000 in 1980. 

In light of this current shortage, I suggest 
that this Subcommittee may wish to ex
amine more thoroughly air pollution man
power requirements, current and projected, 
in federal, state, and local government, and 
also in private industry. Perhaps such a re
port could be prepared by the National 
Center for Air Pollution Control of the Pub
lic Health Service. 

Once this information is available, this 
Subcommittee may wish to to devise pro
grams of support for short and long term 
training to develop the skilled personnel 
required for successful prosecution of all 
aspects of a.ir pollution control. 

4. Tax Incentives 
Although tax matters fall under the juris

diction of another committee of the House 
of Representatives, I wish to comment briefiy 
on proposals for liberalized depreciation in
centives for industries investing in a.tr pol
lution control equipment. 

The AFL-CIO Executive Council has clearly 
stated our opposition to such tax incentives: 

"We continue to oppose any special fed
eral tax benefits to industry for the costs of 
controlling water and air pollution from its 
own operation; such costs are already 
covered by federal tax treatment of busi
ness investment and depreciation." 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I wish to ex
press again the broad general support of the 
~0 for the program set for.th in S. 780 
to help raise the quality of the air which the 
American people breathe. I appreciate this 
opportunity to present our views. 

Thank you. 

STATEMENT BY THE AFL--0!0 ExECUTIVE 
COUNCIL, BAL HARBOUR, FLA., ON Am AND 
WATER POLLUTION, FEBRUARY 23, 1967 
The increasing pollution of America's air 

and water constitutes a growing threat to 
the health and well-being of the American 
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people. A growing investment in physical 
facilities will be requir,ed over ·the nex:t dec
ade to meet this challenge. It is estimated 
by government and private experts that the 
cost of an effective anti-pollution effort 
during the 1966-75 decade would include 
the following outlays from the federal gov
ernment, states, localities and private tn
dustries: 

About $10 billion for the building of 
needed sanitary sewer collect.ion facilities. 

Capital costs of constructing needed storm 
sewers may amount to about $25 billion. 
Large additional outlays may be necessary 
for separating present combined storm and 
waste sewer systems and providing new sepa
rated systems, if inexpensive alternatives 
are not devised. 

Capital costs of constructing new and 
modernizing waste water treatment plants 
may run as h.igh as $20 billion. 

Costs of a relatively effective program to 
reduce air poliution, including the costs of 
control equipment by industry, have been 
roughly estimated at about $3 billion a year 
in the next 10 y~ars. 

There is growing public awareness of both 
the cha llenge and the cost. Modern facilities 
hav·e been constructed and are being 
planned, particularly in .the effont against 
wa.ter pollUJtion. Bu~ this progress to da,te has 
been offset by the increasing volume of waste 
that is spewed into the water and air. The 
anti-pollution effort must be speeded up. 

CONTROL OF WATER POLLUTION 
~ - It is most urgent that the Congress 

appropriate the full $450 million authorized 
by the 1966 Amenctinents to the Federal 
Water Pollution 'control act for grants-in
aid to assist localities to finance needed 
water waste treatment plants. Such appro
priation is needed by the large cities and 
essential to stimT1late state legislatures to 
provide their own matching grant programs. 

2. The Federal Water Pollution Control 
.act should be st rengthened by amendments 
to streamline federal enforcement powers, 
more adequately deal with oil pollution, ex
pand manpower training and research and 
create federal river , .basin commissions re
sponsible for dealing with water pollution 
among other water resources responsibilities. 

We continue 'to oppose any special ~ederal 
tax benefits to industry for the oosts of con
trolling water and air pollution from its 
own operation; such costs are already covered 
by federal tax treatment of business invest
ment and depreciation. 

We do not regard the levying of effiuent 
charges on industrial wastes as the essen
tial answer to the probl.em; the solution 
requires control and abatement of pollu-
tion. · 

We call on AFL-CIO state and local bodies 
to urge their sta;te water control boards to 
establish and enforce adequate water quality 
standards that will assure a clean water 
supply. 

CONTROL OF AIR POLLUTION 
The Federal Clean Air a.ct requires 

strengthening amendments in order to: 
1. Empower the Secretary of Health, Edu

cation, and Welfare to set air quality cri
teria over all sources of industrial pollutants 
released into the atmosphere, not merely 
those by automobiles and provided under the 
presen t act. 

2. EE;ta.blish federal airshed commi-ssions 
to control air pollution in tho.se areas, in 
cooperation with state and local govern
ments. 

3. Provide meaningful enforcement pro
cedures. 

4. Expand research into causes, effects and 
control methods with regard to air pollution 
and reorganize the scattered federal re
search program in this area. 

Expanded use of elec.tric-powered, vehicles 
would sharply reduce the largest and mos't 
rapidly-growing source of air pollution. Any 
federal program to develop an economically 

feasible el.actric-powered vehicle should pub
lic domain ownersh.ip of all federal patents 
and a searching assessment by a national 
commission, with labor representation, of 
the social and economic impact of a large
scale changeover to the electric automobile. 

The growing trend toward nuclear power 
will also help reduce the large output of air 
pollution. This program should continue to 
retain a.ll necessary safeguards, established 
by the Atomic Energy Commission, to pro
tect against the possibility of nuclear acci
dents and of pollution from nuclear wastes. 

The President's recent message on air pol
lution and his propo.sed program demon
stra.te his d·eep concern over the· problem. 
We are in general agreement with his sta.ted 
goals and will give his legisl!i.ti ve proposals 
the serious considerations they require. 

We urge AFL-CIO state and local bodies to 
cooperate with other groups in their oom
munl ties to help achieve strong local and 
state· air pollution control programs. 

HELP FOR THE HARRIED 
CANADIAN COMMUTER 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Spea1:ter, I ask 
unanimou,s consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. BINGHAM] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the g~ntleman 
from Pennsylvania.? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, many ex

citing events are taking place in our 
neighbor to the north these days. Al
though Canada's Expo '67 is getting all 
the headlines, other innovations in pub
lic programs are just as important. Not 
the least of these is the efforts being 
made in the field of mass transit in the 
province of Ontario. Toronto has already 
built a gleamin ne.w: subway system, to 
efficiently transport those who work and 
live in the city. Now the Government of 
Ontario is seeking to create a truly bal
anced transportation system by channel
ing additional moneys into a metropoli
tan commuter service to serve a wider 
area and avoiding the extraordinarily 
high costs of highway construction. 

In addition to making this substantial 
commitment to a mass transit system, it 
is most significant that the Ontario Gov
ernment has recognized that a substan
tial $2 million operating subsidy Will be 
necessary in addition to the $15 million 
capital expenditures. I have long felt 
that operating subsidies are a proper in
strument of public policy for use in con
junction with new outlays for capital 
projects such as cars, stations, and re
habilitation of existing facilities . I think 
that the Government of Ontario has 
shown commendable foresight in draw
ing up its mass transit plans. 

While the fares for the new system 
sound high by comparison with New 
York subway fares, it is of interest to 
note that the new cars will be air-con
ditioned. 

I now insert an article from yester
day's New York Times which more fully 
describes the program being undertaken 
to help the harriid commuter: 
COMMUTERS GET HELP IN TORONTo--A SuB

SIDIZED RAIL SERVICE WILL EASE HIGH
WAY LOAD 

(By John M. Lee) 
ToRONTO, May 20.--0ntario is trying to lure 

the commuter off the expressways with a $15-

million rail commuter service that begins on 
Tuesday. 

The government of Ontario (GO) transit 
system is the first attempt by a Canadian 
province to create and underwrite a metro
politan commuter service. 

The provincial Government hopes to attract 
15,000 highway users a day and avoid some 
highway construction, which costs between 
$3 .5-million and $4-million for one mile of 
six-lane expressway. 

The GO system is expected to cost $2-
million a year in operating subsidy in addi
tion to the $15-mlllion capital outlay for 
equipm~nt, stations and modifications to 
existing rail lines of the federally owned 
Canadian National Railways. 
· Ontario's Premier John P. Robarts, said: 

"What we are looking for is a better use 
of our transportation dollar through a bal
anced use of all modes of transportation." 

EXTENT OF THE SYSTEM 
The commuter system extends along the 

shore of Lake Ontario, about 40 miles west 
.of Toronto, to the steelmaking city of Hamil
ton and about 20 miles east to Pickering, site 
,of a large nuclear power project. The service 
feeds into Toronto's downtown Union Sta
tion, which connects with the subway sys-
tem. ·· 

The multiple-ride fare has been set at 
3.5 cents a mile, a rate that transit officials 
say will save automobile commuters from 60 
cents to $1.40 a day. Pickering residents, for 
example, will pay 71 cents one way for a· 21-
mile ride in 37 minutes to downtown Toronto. 
Bus service has cost $1.20 and taken longer. 

The fares have been well received. Another 
attraction is the all-new equipment, with 
black and beige bucket-type seats, air-condi
tioning and background music. 

Service is being introduced in four stages, 
and it will be Sept. 5 before the 45 daily 
trains are in operation. The Government 
plans 20-minute frequencies in rush hours 
and ·hourly service in off-peak periods. There 
are 15 stations. 

·It was two years ago this month that the 
Ontario government announced its commuter 
service to. replace limited service offered by 
the Canadian National Railways. 

PROPOSED TAX CHANGE DOES NOT 
BENEFIT BULK OF PERSONS OVER 
65 
Mr. EII~ERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent tha:t the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. BINGHAM] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvani•a? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, several 

months ago the President submitted a 
new and imaginative proposal which 
would more fairly apportion the tax 
burden imposed on our citizens over 65. 
Since that time, the proposal has been 
subjected to much criticism from long
time friends of the elderly as well as from 
those who have not in the past been 
overly concerned about their welfare. 
As I stated when I inserted in the RECORD 
my own analysis of these tax proposals, I 
think that much of the criticism has 
been based on misinformation. 

The same point of view is lucidly set 
forth in an informative article by Ho
bart Rowen in yesterday's Washington 
Post. Mr. Rowen reaches the conclusion, 
with which I heartily agree, that "the 
huge bulk of persons over 65, dependent 
heavily on social security, would be 
totally unaffected by the proposed tax 
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change. And of those whose tax bills 
would be affected, two-thirds would get 
reductions totaling $220 million.'' Mr. 
Rowen's article follows: 
FEW ELDERLY AFFECTED BY TAX CHANGE PLANS 

(By Hobart Rowen) 

Elderly people do not have much of a 
lobby-but they can and do write letters to 
the President and to their Congressmen. 

And lately, many Washington officials have 
been deluged with complaints that a pro
posed change in the system of tax benefits 
for those over 65 threatens their well
being-even their ability to carry on with 
their limited means. . 

But the facts of the matter are that the 
huge bulk of persons over 65, dependent 
heavily on Social Security, would be totally 
unaffected by the proposed tax change. 

And of those whose tax bills would be 
affected, two-thirds would get reductions to
taling $220 million! 

The one-third who would pay higher taxes 
are a high-income group, who now get spe
cial tax relief-never intended for them
JUst because they happen to be 65 or over. 

THE GOVERNMENT'S PROPOSAL 

The way the Government's proposal-now 
before the House Ways and Means Commit
tee-would work is this: 

The present $600 added exemption for a 
person over 65 would be eliminated. 

Social Security benefits, now not taxable, 
would be taxed. 

A special retirement income credit, ·de
signed to equalize conditions for persons not 
on social security who get other retirement 
money, would be eliminated. 

But in place of the above varying privi
leges, the Government would provide a sim
ple blanket exemption of $2300 for a single 
person and $4000 for a married couple where 
both are 65 or over. 

The new blanket exemptions would be re
duced, dollar for dollar, over certain income 
levels. When the single person's income 
reaches $5600, he begins to lose his exemp
tion. Same for a married person at the $11,-
200 level. But there is a minimum exemption 
amounting to one-third of social security 
benefits being received-this provision being 
to compensate for payment of Social Secu
rity taxes ,Prior to retirement. 

LOWER BRACKET DEDUCTIONS 

Complicated? Perhaps so. But the net re
sult is to concentrate an estimated $2.3 bil
lion in tax reduction for the elderly in the 
lower brackets. 

Take the case of an elderly married gen
tleman with a $45,000 income. He's been get
ting a special tax reduction of $1800 just be
cause he's 65. Under the new system, he 
would get only $400 in credits, meaning an 
effective tax increase of $1400. 

But on the other end of the scale, a mar
ried taxpayer over 65 earning $4,000 in addi
tion to his social security, who had been 
getting $784 in special relief would get $905.60 
under the rejiggered system. 

Yet, ln making these proposals, the Gov
ernment is bucking a strongly-entrenched 
feeling that it is wrong, somehow, to tax 
Social Security benefits. 

Certainly, the assumption until now has 
been that social security benefits would be 
tax-free. In part, although it endorses the 
objectives of the revision, this 1s the reason 
for opposition by the AFL-CIO. 

UNION OPPOSITION 

The union men also think that the new 
formula is too tricky for the elderly people 
involved to understand. 

But it shouldn't be difficult to explain to 
a taxpayer whether or not he's getting a tax 
reduction. Why cling to a principle which 1s 
giving tax relief to people who don't need or 
deserve it? 

Assistant Treasury Secretary Stanley S. 
Surrey insists that his suggested reform will 
enable tax relief for the elderly to be directed 
where it's most needed. 

If you want to figure out where you stand 
under the proposed new system, there is a 
fairly simple rule of thumb that will gen
erally apply (with a few exceptions, prin
cipally those who are getting maximum rail
road retirement pensions, and in these cases, 
the Treasury is trying to work out a special 
provision) : 

If your income is $11,600 or below-and 
you are a married couple over 65-you will 
get a tax reduction. 

If your income is $5,800 or below-and you 
are a single person over 65-you will also 
get a tax reduction. 

If your income is over these amounts, you 
will pay higher taxes. 

Of the 20,000,000 persons now over 65, 
about 15,800,000 do not pay any income tax 
now-nor will they be liable to taxes under 
the new system. 

Curiously enough. the National Associa
tion of Manufacturers joined the AFL-CIO 
in opposition to the proposal. 

It is easy enough to understand the NAM's 
objection, since the new exemption would hit 
upper bracket taxpayers the hardest. 

The union-which complains that Surrey 
unveiled "a drastic change" in the system 
without consulting labor or groups repre
renting the elderly-would prefer to keep the 
principle that SOcial Security benefits would 
be tax-free, and then expand those benefits. 

But there is a long way to go before ex
panded benefits would be hit by Surrey's 
formula. For a married couple living on aver
age Social Security benefits ($1,600), those 
benefits could triple under the new system 
before they'd owe a tax. 

As the AFL-CIO well knows-since it sup
ported the President's proposal calling for an 
increase in benefits to only $2,700:-there is 
nothing in view that would give the elderly 
taxpayer a better break under the current 
system than under Surrey's program. 

THE 65TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
CRATER LAKE NATIONAL PARK 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ·ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. ULLMAN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include ex-traneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, on this 

date, in the year 1902, the Congress 
created Crater Lake National Park. I 
know that many of my colleagues have 
visited this premier attraction of the 
Pacific Northwest and join with me in 
praising the foresight of President Theo
dore Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot in 
preserving this scenic and recreational 
attraction. 

. Crater Lake National Park is the jewel 
of the national park system. It is un
surpassed in its spectacular scenic splen
d::>r and ge::>logical interest. The lake it
self is situated at an elevation of 6,177 
feet in the caldera of the extinct vol
cano, Mount Mazama, on the summit of 
the Cascade Range. The national park 
embraces about 250 square miles of land 
and water, including Hillman Peak, the 
highest point at the rim, named in honor 
of the lake's discoverer, John W. Hill
man, in 1853. 

Mr. Speaker, in spite of its unique 

place in our national park system and 
great popularity with the traveling pub
lic, Crater Lake has, unfortunately, been 
at a disadvantage because of cramped, 
outmoded, and deteriorating public fa
cilities. Whether through neglect or over
sight, this beautiful park has lagged be
hind other parts of our national park 
system. Throughout my years in Con
gress I have strongly supported a pro
gram which would realize the tourism 
and recreational potential of one of 
America's greatest natural wonders. I 
have encouraged efforts to modernize 
and develop the facilities at Crater Lake 
National Park to provide a fitting com
pliment for the bre'athless scenery which 
nature generously supplies. 

In honor of the 65th anniversary, I 
am pleased to announce a major invest
ment program expanding the visitor's 
facilities available at Crater Lake Nation
al Park. As Representative for Oregon's 
Second Congressional District, which in
cludes the park, I have been privileged 
·to follow the planning for this new de-
velopment and would like to commend 
the National Park Service for recogniz
ing the importance of these new f,acili
ties. 

Crater Lake National Park played host 
to 550,000 visitors in 1966. In its present 
budget, the Park Service has provided 
money for relocation of 2 miles of road 
which will develop a new entrance into 
the park at the junction of roads from 
Klamath Falls and Medford, Oreg. 

Once the road is underway, a $1.4 mil
lion construction program by Ralph 0. 
Peyton, concessioner Tom Flynn, and 
Crater Lake Lodge, Inc., will begin. In
cluded are plans for a grocery store, res
taurant, service station, laundromat, 
showers, 100 trailer sites, and an exten
sive campsite complex. Crater Lake 
Lodge, Inc., estimates that work on this 
development will be completed by the 
end of the 1969 season. 

A motel and dining room, at a cost of 
$350,000, are planned by the completion 
of the 1971 season, and an employee dor
mitory will be added by the end of the 
1973 season. Ultimate plans call for a 
complete remodeling of Crater Lake 
Lodge itself by the end of the 1975 sea
son. It is expected that the new lodge will 
offer 60 guest rooms, spacious dining 
and recreation facilities, at an estimated 
cost of $500,000. 

The National Park Service will share 
in the proceeds of this extensive devel
opment by collecting a franchise fee of 
1% percent on gross sales. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you and my col
leagues for your attention today in cele
brating the anniversary of one of our 
country's most beautiful attractions and 
know that you share my enthusiasm for 
the future development of Crater Lake 
National Park. 

ULLMAN BILL TO CURB INDUSTRIAL 
FINANCING ABUSE 

Mr. EII.BERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the geilltleman 
from Oregon [Mr. ULLMAN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
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objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I intro

duced last Thursday, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to stop an abuse of the tax
exempt status of municipal bonds and 
to assist the orderly expansion of indus
trial development throughout our Na
tion. 

The Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations has conducted 
extensive research on the problem of 
abuse of the tax-exempt status of mu
nicipal bonds. It is my privilege to serve 
as one of the three Members of the House 
of Representatives, along with the gentle
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. DWYER] 
and the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. FouNTAIN] on the Advisory 
Commission. As an organization which 
includes officials from State and local 
governments, the Commission is partic
ularly well qualified to develop solutions 
to this problem of industrial bond fi
nancing. I am indebted to the Commis
sion for the assistance their studies have 
provided in preparing this bill today. 

As many of my colleagues are aware, 
certain corporations in recent years have 
entered into agreements with local gov
ernmental units to finance the construc
tion of plants and equipment by utiliz
ing the tax exempt privileges accorded 
municipal, but not corporate, bonds. The 
arrangement works as follows: a munici
pality authorizes a bond issue-which . 
provides tax-free interest for the in
vestor-to build an industrial facility; 
once built, a facility is leased by a corpo
ration at a rate equal to the local govern
ment's annual cost in retiring the indebt
edness. 

The community has successfully at
tracted a new industry-with its attend
ant payroll and other economic benefits; 
the corporation has avoided the higher 
costs involved in raising. capital for a new 
plant by use of taxable corporate bonds 
and debentures. 

I am not suggesting today that we 
prohibit this arrangement, which has 
provided considerable help to towns and 
cities throughout the country in diversi
fying their economies and encouraging 
their growth. However, I do object to an 
abuse which has accompanied much of 
this industrial financing. In some cases, 
the beneficiary corporation has itself 
guaranteed the purchase of the local 
government's bonds on the open market 
and received tax-free interest on its in
vestment. Then, once the plant was 
built, the beneficiary corporation de
ducted its annual rentals from its cor
porate income tax as a necessary busi
ness expense. 

The tax-free status which the Con
gress has bestowed upon State and local 
financing was intended to assist these 
governments in meeting the critical de
mands of State and local transportation, 
education, health, welfare, and other 
responsibilities. This privilege was never 
designed to crewte a tax haven for cor
porations and should not be used as 
such. 

Many financially strong companies are 
using the tax-exempt status of municipal 
bonds to their advantage. More and more 

local governmental units are using their 
credit to finance plants for lease to in
dustrial and commercial firms. It is esti
mated that communities in over 30 
St81tes now engage in this practice, and 
from a start of $1.5 million in 1956, it is 
projected that close to $1 billion worth 
of bonds will be issued in 1967 to finance 
industrial development in this manner. 

Two States, Maine and Hawaii, have 
enacted legislation to control these prac
tices. Congress, too, needs to take action 
to keep the tax privilege of State and 
local governmental financing within 
reasonable bounds. 

My bill prohibits corporations which 
lease facilities from deducting rentals 
from their corporate income tax in those 
cases where the facilities are financed 
with industrial development bonds issued 
by local governmental units. This legis
lation goes beyond the recommendation 
of .the Advisory Commission in that it 
does not require actual purchase of some 
of the tax exempt securities before re
moving the deduction. 

Mr. Speaker, local efforts to attract 
industry are necessary and commend
able. However, this practice must not be 
permitted to flaunt certain privileges 
granted local governments by our In
ternal Revenue Code. A corporation 
which benefits from an industrial bond 
financing arrangement-including a pos
sible tax-free income from their own 
facility-should not in addition be al
lowed a deduction for the rentals paid 
in retiring the indebtedness. 

I thank the Speaker and the Members 
of this House for their careful attention 
to this national problem and am hopeful 
of early consideration for my legislation. 

MEMORIAL FROM THE OREGON 
LEGISLATURE 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ' ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. ULLMAN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of ·the gentleman 
from Pennsylvani'a? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I was 

privileged to introduce, last Thursday, 
a memorial from the Oregon Legislature 
for the consideration of the House. The 
legislature memorializes the Congress to 
refrain from any actions, legislative or 
otherwise, which would restrict funds 
available fo.r farm credit. · 

The memorial was recommended by 
the interim committee on agriculture to 
the Oregon Legislature following an in
depth study of farm credit needs. I share 
the deep concern of my distinguished col
leagues in the State of Oregon that a 
recurrence of last summer's tight-money 
crisis might result in restrictions on the 
funds available for farm credit. Over
reliance on monetary controls and high 
interest rate policies have disastrous ef
fects on an agricultural economy
where most financing is for long-term 
development. 

With sagging farm prices and many 
other problems, Oregon farmers cannot. 
afford an impairment of farm credit. 

I urge the Congress to give its careful 
attention to this memorial from the 
Legislature of the State of Oregon. 

ARKANSAS HOUSE RESOLUTION 
OPPOSES RESTRICTIVE GUN LEG
ISLATION 
Mr. EII~ERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michig·an [Mr. DINGEL.L] ma.y ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous m8Jtter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, another 

resolution adopted by a State legislature 
has come to my attention regarding re
strictive gun legislation. 

This resolution clearly indicates why 
S. 1 and H.R. 5384 are not in the public 
interest. 

The resolution approved by the State 
of Arkansas, February 28, 1967, follows: 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 45 
A concurrent resolution expressing opposi

tion to the Dodd bill and other restrictive 
gun legislation 
Whereas, the Constitution of the United 

States guarantees the people of this coun
try the right to bear arms, and 

Whereas, Arkansas is a sports-minded 
State, and thousands of citizens of this State 
possess firearms used for hunting and other 
recreational purposes, and 

Whereas, the right to possess and bear fire
arms is essential tq the protection of persons 
and property, and the possession thereof by 
large numbers of our citizens is a deterrent 
to crime, and 

Whereas, since the tragic and unfortunate 
death of President Kennedy there has been a 
concerted effort in the Congress of the 
United States to pass restrictive gun legisla
tion, yet testimony of experts has indicated 
that this legislation would not accomplish 
any purpose other than to deprive the citi
zens of their right to possess and bear arms 
as guaranteed by the Constitution: Now, 
therefore be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the Sixty Sixth General Assembly of the 
State of Arkansas, the Senate concurring 

. there:in, That the Oongress of the United 
States is respectfully requested to refrain 
from the passage of the proposed Dodd bill 
or similar legislation that would limit the 
rights of citizens of this country to pos8ess 
and bear arms, it being the consensus of the 
General Assembly that adequate legislation 
now exists on the statute books to protect 
the public against gun abuses; be it further 

Resolved~ That upon adoption hereof, a 
copy of this Resolution shall be furnished 
the Speaker of the House and President of 
the Senate of the United States Congress, 
and to each member of the Arkansas Con
gressional delegation. 

TRIDUTE TO JOSEPH R. BRENNAN 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the -gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. FALLON] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and 'include extmneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro 'tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, in survey

ing the history of public works in our 
country, I feel safe in saying that many 



13442 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE May 22, 1967 

of the individual public servants who 
have contributed in great measure have 
not been fully recognized. 

It was especially pleasant, therefore, 
on Thursday, May 18, 1967, when Joseph 
R. Brennan, the engineer consultant of 
the House Committee on Public Works, 
was given a testimonial luncheon by the 
American Public Works Association. One 
of the larger banquet rooms of the Wash
ington Hilton Hotel was crowded with 
men and women associated in some way 
with public works, eager to hear splendid 
recapitulations of what Mr. Brennan ac
complished as a member of the Corps of 
Engineers and later with our committee. 

Among· the messages of esteem were 
those of President Lyndon B. Johnson, 
and Speaker of the House JoHN W. Mc
CoRMACK. Both are long familiar with 
the sterling counsel Joe Brennan has af
forded Members of the Congress and his 
skill in translating engineering principles 
into sound legislation. Their praise was 
full endorsement of our own evaluation 
of Joe, which had adequate expression 
from majority and minority committee 
members at this memorable function. 

In addition to his extensive knowledge 
of engineering and legislation, Joe 
Brennan is largely responsible for the 
:fine liaison and cooperation that exists 
between the Corps of Engineers and our 
Public Works Committee that has been 
maintained over the years. This was the 
main point of the exceedingly nice re
marks by Lt. Gen. William F. Cassidy, 
Chief of the Corps of Engineers. 

Joe Brennan literally grew with the 
expansion of our modem national public 
works programs. He came to the Corps 
of Engineers fresh from MIT where he 
received his bachelor's degree on a full 
scholarship, and later his master's de
gree. After 20 years with the corps, when 
such monumental projects as the Inter
state Highway System, water pollution, 
flood control and watershed develop
ments, area redevelopment, and modern 
architecture and building construction 
were truly experimental and in their 
formative stages, he came to our com
mittee. Confronting Members of the 
Congress were technological systems and 
new methods and inventions which 
would have been quagmires and night
mares if it were not. for the guidance 
and counsel of Joe Brennan. His vast 
knowledge has been a real contribution. 

As chairman of the House Committee 
on Public ·works, and on behalf of the 
many people in and out of public serv
ice, I would like to express my deep ap
preciation to the American Public Works 
Association for their recognition of Joe 
Brennan. I concur with the highly com
plimentary remarks made at the lunch
eon. 

I am indeed proud to be affiliated with 
such a dedicated and conscientious pub
lic servant as Joseph R. Brennan. 

DR. J. HERBERT HOLLOMON HEADg 
UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. STEE·n J may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, today it has 

been announced that Dr. John Herbert 
Hollomon, Acting Under Secretary of 
Commerce, has resigned from his Gov
ernment post to become president
designate of the University of Oklahoma 
at Norman. 

I am happy to welcome Dr. Hollomon 
to Oklahoma, as I know the regents, 
faculty, and students are, too. The search 
for a ~uitable successor to Dr. George L. 
Cross has been long and diligent. The 
right combination of scholarly ·attain
'ments, practical experience, youthful 
vigor, and innovative drive is hard to find 
in these days when the number of col
leges and universities is rapidly increas
ing. The competition is very keen. The 
University of Oklahoma is fortunate to 
have found the right combination in Dr. 
Hollomon. 

In research and development, grad
uate work, extension courses, and other 
fields the university is constantly in
creasing its contacts with the Federal 
Government. 

As one who will be working on these 
matters I think it will be particularly 
valuable to the institution to have at its 
head a man experienced both in the op
eration of the Federal Government and 
in academic affairs. 

A biography of Dr. Hollomon follows: 
J. Herbert Hollomon became Assistant Sec

retary of Commerce for Science and Tech
nology in May 1962, having been nominated 
by President Kennedy and confirmed by the 
Senate. In this position he supervises the 
Patent Office; the National Bureau of Stand
ards; the Environmental Science Services Ad
ministration; and the Office of State Tech
nical Services. He also is a member of the 
Federal Council foc Science and Technology, 
consultant to the President's Sciences Ad
visory Committee, and chairman of the In
terdepartmental Committee for Atmospheric 
Sciences. On February 1, 1967, President 
Johnson assigned to him the additional 
duties of Acting Under Secretary. 

Dr. Hollomon was with the General Elec
. tric Company for 18 years and was General 

Manager of the General Engineering Labora
tory when he entered Government. 

He received the B.S., 1940, and the D.Sc., 
1946, from the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology. He also has received honorary 
doctorates from Michigan Technological Uni
versity, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, and 
Worcester Polytechnic Institute. 

Dr. Holloman has received many honocs in
cluding the Raymond W. Rossiter Award of 
the American Institute of Mechanical Engi
neers; the Alfred Noble A ward of the Com
bined Engineering Societies; the Army Legion 
of Merit; and the Rosenhain Medal of Great 
Britain's Institute of Metals (the first Amer
ican recipient). He is a founding member and 
a member of the Council of the National 
Academy of Engineering. 

He has been an instructor at Harvard Uni
vers~ty School of Engineering and Applied 
Science and adjunct professor at Rensselaer 
Polytechnic Institute. He also has been an 
advisor to Harvard, M.I.T., Cornell, and 
~rge Washington University and has di
rected several studies of engineering educa
tion. 

Dr. Hollomon was born and reared in Nor
folk, Virginia. Mrs. Hollomon is the former 
Margaret Knox Wheeler, of Portland, Oregon. 
They have four children. 

CUBAN INDEPENDENCE DAY-JOSE 
MARTI, DEFENDER OF HUMAN 

·DIGNITY 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. RODINO] may ex
tend his remarks at ·this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, May 20 

marked the 65th anniversary of Cuban 
independence. On that day, especially, 
the citizens of Cuba and the United 
States honor the noble heroes whose 
dedicated efforts created the sovereign 
Cuban republic. 

One such hero is Jose Marti, states
man, teacher, thinker, and poet, whose 
patriotic ardor aroused in the hearts of 
his countrymen the will to be free. The 
people of the United States are . deeply 
proud to call Marti their friend. His 
dream of a sovereign Cuban republic was 
born here, in New York City. Marti came 
to this country as a . refugee after the 
devastating 10-years war. He had been 
exiled from his beloved country because 
of his adamant revolutionary feelings 
and his avowed determination to fight 
for the cause of Cuban independence. In 
New York, he immediately set about his 
task of uniting the Cuban exiles, renew
ing the revolutionary spirit of his com
patriots in Cuba, arid drawing up adem
ocratic constitution for his nation. 

Marti's powerful personality and deep 
love of people drew friends to him by the 
hundreds. He labored for 15 years here, 
writing, teaching, and helping people. He 
gained an excellent reputation as a jour
nalist, translator, and literary critic. But 
Americans loved him most for his spirit, 
his deep respect for human dignity, and 
his belief in the right of all men to be 
free. 

While in the United States, Marti suf
fered for his people far away in Cuba. 
He constantly talked of the injustice of 
alien government and the importance to 
life of man's right to self-determination . 
The people of the United States under
stood his words. His words brought forth 
in them remembrance of the early years 
of our own American Revolution. When 
he spoke, they could see our own beloved 
patriots, men like George Washington, 
Thomas Jefferson, and Patrick Henry. 
These men had taught the American 
colonists the precious value of the prin
ciples which inspired Marti; they had 
worked to create a government based on 
human rights and individual freedom 
which Americans from that time on have 
enjoyed. Americans in Marti's time felt 
a strong kinship with him, and while he 
lived and worked among them, their 
hearts went out to him in warm friend
ship and in deepest sympathy to his 
cause. 

A majestic monument to Jose Marti's 
greatness stands in the central park in 
Havana. In New York City's Central 
Park, another monument was unveiled in 
May of 1965. It stands facing the Avenue 
of the Americas between two other great ' 
statesmen and liberators.,of Latin Amer
ica, Simon Bolivar of Venezuela, and 
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Jose de San Martin, hero of Argentina. 
The statue was the gracious gift of a U.S. 
citizen, Anna Huntington, who created 
the dramatic memorial in tribute to the 
everlasting bond of friendship which 
unites the people of Cuba and the United 
States. The monument is a stirring depic
tion of Marti upon his horse, clutching 
his chest and falling of a mortal wound. 
He was killed at the bStttle of Dos Rios 
on May 19, 1895. 

Marti's death in the battle for Cuban 
independence embodies his selfless devo
tion to his people and to the cause of 
liberty. He had yearned to fight; 
throughout all of his years of work to 
free his people, he had expressed often 
the desire to put his words into action, to 
ride valiantly into battle to prove that 
life in bondage is not so precious as 
liberty, even if it must be paid for by 
supreme sacrifice. On the day of his 
death, Marti's cause was won. A Cuban 
historian wrote that Marti had died, but 
a people had been born. The loss of their 
beloved leader revitalized the fighting 
spirit of the Cuban people and inspired 
them to undertake a more determined 
struggle to secure their sovereignty and 
rights as free citizens. 

Today, Jose Marti is a living spirit in 
the hearts of his people and a source of 
hope to the tormented citizens who live 
now under Communist domination. His 
teachings are so vitally necessary while 
his beloved Cuba is once more chained 
by an alien force. Fidel Castro won the 
support of the CUban people because he 
had promised them a better way of life. 
Castro pledged to support an effective 
government structure which would safe
guard the guarantees contained in the 
constitution of the CUban republic. He 
promised them that CUba would move 
forward economically, politically, and 
socially, and that the rights of each citi
zen would be respected and augmented. 
Often, Castro quotes Jose Marti and at
tempts to draw · a parallel between him
self and the great patriot. But the peo
ple of Cuba know that he has betrayed 
them. His treacherous violations of their 
privileges as free citizens belie his hollow 
words. The inhumane crimes which the 
Castro military machine have committed 
in the name of a "people's revolution'' 
have shown the Cuban people, and in
deed the peoples of all nations in the 
world community, that this man stands 
for nothing but his own power and 
glory. Jose Marti loved mankind, Fidel 
Castro holds nothing but malicious con
tempt for it. Jose Marti strived all his 
life to help his people, Fidel Castro only 
uses his countrymen as a means to feed 
his ego, and to increase his own power 
and heighten his glory. 

The base of Marti's monument in New 
York bears the inscription: 

Apostle of Cuban Independence. Leader of 
the peoples of America and defender of hu
man dignity. 

Let this 65th anniversary of the 
Cuban Republic bring forth in the hearts 
of those who suffer in Castro's CUba, and 
in the hearts of their compassionate 
friends everywhere, a renewal of dedica
tion to the principles for which Marti 
died. The two statues .in Marti's honor 
offer patriotic inspiration to the enslaved 

CUban people to rededicate themselves to 
the struggle for true independence. 

It is the steadfast hope of the citizens 
of these United States that the Cuban 
people will rally once more to the cause 
of liberty, throw off the chains of Com
munist tyranny, and reinstate their once 
proud republic in the name of human 
dignity, liberty, and justice. 

PUBLIC BROADCASTING ACT OF 
1967 

Mr. ~ILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from W·ashington [Mr. MEEDS.] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of ·the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no obJection. 
Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, on May 17, 

under the leadership of my State's sen
ior Senator, WARREN G. MAGNUSON, the 
Senate passed and sent to the House the 
Public Broadcasting Act of 1967. Sena
tor MAGNUSON is the father of education
al television in the country, and it is, 
therefore, not surprising that he has 
taken a lead in the passage of legislation 
that can substantially help television 
better fulfill its great potential. 

Under the provisions of this bill, edu
cational and informational programing 
can be increased in volume, improved in 
quality, and given a chance to exercise 
greater innovation. It deserves thought
ful and, hopefully, prompt consideration 
by the House. 

To that end, I would like to insert in 
the RECORD for the benefit of my inter
ested colleagues an editorial from the 
New York Times for May 13, 1967: 
[From the New York Times, May 13, 1967] 

Go-AHEAD FOR PuBLic TV 
President Johnson's excellent proposal for 

a quasi-public corporation to spark the de
velopment of noncommercial television has 
cleared its first hurdle with its approval by 
the Senate Commerce Committee. If progress 
through ·the full Senate and the House is 
swift, as it should be, the new body can 
begin addressing itself this year to the basic 
issues on which depend the future of public 
television. 

Neither the President's bill nor the trail
blazing reports of the Ford Foundation and 
the Carnegie Commission on Educational 
Television grapple in any specific terms with 
the ways by which educational TV can 
achieve its maximum capacities as a medium 
of information, entertainment and cultural 
enrichment . . 

Spokesmen for all the commercial networks 
have made clear their conviction that a 
strong public TV system will not only be 
valuable in itself but also as a goad to higher 
standards in the established branches of tele
vision. Guidelines for the attainment of full 
public dividends in that direction will be 
required. 

A major need, of course, is to insure that 
educational TV will provide broader dimen
sions in the coverage of news-local, national 
and global-and in the significance of the 
news. The Ford Foundation plans to conduct 
an experimental laboratory to this end next 
winter on more than 100 interconnected 
noncommercial stations. 

But this experiment wni stlll leave many 
unanswered questions, especially in such 
areas as the relative stress to be put on de
velopment of community-oriented stations 

and on building up creativity in a centralized 
network command. Most important of all 
will be the drafting of recommendations for 
the President and Congress as to sources for 
the substantial public contribution that will 
be needed to insure the vitality of the entire 
enterprise. 

Creation of the new Corporation for Pub
lic Television will not solve any of these prob
lems, but it will provide the instrumentality 
out of which considered solutions can come. 

CLEARING THE AIR 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RosENTHAL] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the ·gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I 

would like to include in the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD at this point, for the 
benefit of my colleagues, two editorials 
which appeared in the New York Post-
one on Friday, May19, entitled "Clearing 
the Air," and the other on Saturday, 
May 20, entitled "Just One More for the 
Road." 

I believe these articles speak for them
selves: 

CLEARING THE AIR 

The heart of the heartfelt "Plea for Real
ism" to Hanoi, made by 16 Senators who are 
among the sternest critics of American policy 
in Vietnam, is their declaration against "any 
unilateral withdrawal of American troops" 
without a negotiated settlement of the war. 

Their statement is unfa111ngly accurate in 
its analysis of American national sentiment 
and is unshrinking in its warning to Hanoi of 
a "prolonged and intensified war" as the only 
alternative to peace talks. 

It is also an unmistakable challenge to 
the Johnson Administration, which has of
ficially welcomed it. 

For many weeks, Washington has been in
sistently claiming that dissent from its Viet
nam policy has had the effect of comforting 
and aiding the enemy. 

It has been artfully-and sometimes 
crudely-alleged that Hanoi interprets such 
protest as a sign that this country will not 
remain · steadfast. Conversely, it has been 
claimed that unity of purpose will hasten 
the end of the war. 

In fact, no responsible critics of the current 
policy have proposed that we cravenly fly 
the field. These critics, these Senators and, 
1f e may say so, this newspaper have always 
acknowledged that we have promises to keep 
in Vietnam, although we may have miles to 
go. The responsible debate has centered on 
how to shorten the mileage. 

That perspective has been restored by the 
declaration of the Senators. The Administra
tion's endlessly optimistic predictions now 
face a critical test. I! the President and Sec
retary Rusk have been correct in their most 
sanguine moments, this statement by the 
Senators should have the effect of clearing 
up dangerous misapprehensions in Hanoi and 
bringing the North Vietnamese to the bar
gaining table forthwith. 

In any case, the air has been cleared. Tl)ere 
1s firm agreement that the U.S. must remain 
steadfast in Vietnam and that a negotiated 
settlement must be found. Why should the 
Administration delay further in exploring the 
key avenue to negotiations: a bombing sus
pension in North Vietnam? 

The newly welcomed Senate critics have 
proposed this individually. The Secretary 
Gener~l of the UN and the leaders of the ' 
Soyiet Union say flatly it would lead to pea,ce 
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talks within weeks. Next week's brief truce 
on the birthday of Buddha should be th& 
signal for a great new peace initiative. 

JUST ONE MORE FOR THE ROAD 
Step by step, with almost macabre preci

sion, the U.S. military course in Vietnam 
conforms to the gloomy script predicted by 
critics of the escalation. Will their warnings 
of an ultimate confrontation with Peking 
be tragically confirmed as all their earlier 
prophecies have been? 

From the time President Johnson appar
ently reached the final fateful decision to 
reject an "enclave strategy," ..and to broade.n 
the scope and intensity of the bombings, 
each successive aspect of the American in
volvement has been forecast in advance. 
There would be bigger bombings; we would 
hit closer and closer to Hanoi and Haiphong; 
then-as occurred yesterday-we would 
begin to invade the demilitarized zone. 

Each new escalation would be defined as 
another phase of "limited" action; when each 
one failed to produce an enemy collapse, the 
pressure of the military for "just one more 
move" would prevail. And when the mount
ing intensity of the U.S. offensive was 
matched by escalation of military movement 
on the other side (as inevitably it would be), 
this would be offered as new excuse for 
further expansion of our operations. That is 
what has happened now; U.S. entry into the 
neutral area is des;cribed as a "defensive" 
measure against mounting infiltration by 
the North Vietnamese. 

But where ·does the cycle end-short of 
a calamitous collision that could, as U Thant 
has repeatedly warned, ignite World War 
III? Despite all the current disclaimers of 
any intent to stage a full-scale actual in
vasion of the North, our options are running 
out. We are exhausting aerial targets; there 
is no indication that pounding away at bat
tered installations will break the deadlock. 
Nor is there any sign that transfer of the 
"pacification" program to military control 
will bring sudden success in the country
side. 

If anything, it is basically an admission 
of the bankruptcy of Saigon's own efforts in 
this realm. 

Have we already crossed the crucial line 
with our entrance into the demilitarized 
area? Have the Joint Chiefs·of Staff and their 
deputies finally driven Mr. Johnson beyond 
the point of no return? We prefer to believe 
that he has taken this step-like previous 
ones-with deep misgivings. But we urge 
him to ponder anew the failure and folly 
of the counsel to which he has repeatedly 
yielded. 

MEANING OF THE AMERICAN FLAG 
Mr. EII..BERG. Mr. Speaker, I a k 

unanimous ,consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. PooL] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extmneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, at a time in 

history when the American flag has been 
subjected to infamous abuse, it is heart
ening to note that the symbol of our na
tional heritage is still revered. I sliould 
like to submit for the attention of my col-' 
leagues the following inspiring letter 
which recounts the meaning of the Amer
ican flag. 

Congressman JoE PooL, . 
Washington, D.C. 

DALLAS, TEXAS. 

Please know your efforts pertaining to the 
amendment of the 1950 Internal Security 
Act have not gone unheeded. Parents of 

servicemen in Viet Nam, such as ourselves, 
are grateful for the support given the armed 
forces fighting for the principles of this 
nation and all free men. 

The following excerpt from a letter written 
to our Marine son upon his departure for a 
second tour in Viet Nam eloquently ex
presses this spirit. 

"DEAR PAuL: I guess this will be a letter to 
say good-bye. · 

"I have enclosed a small American flag 
that to me has always meant a great deal. 
It has been flying over my dresser here at 
school (A & M) ever since I first came. It's 
significance to me is simply that I bought it 
the first time I understood what it meant 
to be an American, and promised myself that 
I would always display it, or carry it with 
me when I was in the service. 

"What I would like you to do for me Paul, 
is to carry it with you when you go to Viet
nam this time, and bring it back again to 
me wheri you return home. Un:fortunately 
it's the only part of me that can go along at 
the moment, but to me it's an important 
part. I hope this doesn't seem ridiculous to 
you, but if it does, just leave it at home and 
disregard the thought with no hard feelings. 
If you do decide to carry it with you, I don't 
mind how dirty, or worn or faded it gets as 
long as its in good enough shape for me to 
carry when I get my chance to serve my 
country. 

"JIM BENSON." 
Needless to say our son cherished the flag 

given him by a "buddy" and has taken it 
with him, for it is more than a flag, 

"Washed in the blood of the brave and the 
blooming, 

Snatched from the altars of insolent foes, 
Burning with star-fires, but never con

suming, 
Flash its broad ribbons of lily and rose. 
Thousands haV'e died for it, millions de

fend it, 
Emblem of justice and mercy to all. 

-"Oliver Wendell Holmes." 

Mrs. PAUL E. BURNS. 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texras [Mr. PooL] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
include exrtraneous mat;ter. 

The ·SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of ·the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, Mrs. John 

Bookhout, chairman of the resolutions 
committee of the Public Affairs Lunch
eon Club of Dallas, Tex., has requested 
that I call to the attention of the Mem
bers of Congress the following resolution 
adopted by their membership on May 15, 
1967: . 
RESOLUTION-ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM, H.R. 7819 AND S. 
1125 
Whereas, in the long persistent drive for 

passage of a bill for Federal aid to educa
tion, the fears of the people were allayed by 
repeated assurances of proponents of the 
legislation that Federal aid would not carry 
with it, Federal control of the schools, and 

Whereas, the legislation was no sooner ap
proved by Congress and the ink barely dry 
on the President's signature than the Com
missioner of Education brought forth the 
autocratic "guidelines•• under which school 
districts might receive the Federal grants in 
aid, and 

Whereas, now, even to the most trusting 
and naive, comes the stark realization that 

with any acceptance of Federal aid, local con
trol of the schools is lost, the educational 
system becomes nationalized and an integral 
part of the unprecedented expansion of Fed
ere.! power, and 

Whereas, the question arises in our minds, 
could there be a more effective reversal of the 
principles of a free people and a democratic 
form of government to a socialized autocracy 
than through Federal control of education 
of the youth of this land, and 

Whereas, the history of conquests by dic
tators, through which peoples of other na
tions have surrendered their freedoms-per
haps, never to be regained-reveals a pattern 
for step by step exploitation and regimenta
tion of the youth, which is sufficiently con
vincing proof that this nation should not 
leave its educational system vulnerable now 
or in the future to the power mad. ambitions 
of any man or small group of men, and there
fore be it 

Resolved: That members of The Public 
Affairs Luncheon Club, assembled this 15th 
day of May, 1967 urge the adoption of the 
amendment p!roposed by Representative 
Albert H. Quie which would abolish Federal 
government control and would provide broad 
grants to individual states to spend as they 
see fit, thus removing federal aid to educa
tion from being a political football, and, be 
it 

Further resolved: That copy of this resolu
tion be spread upon the Club minutes and 
copies be sent Dallas District Congressmen 
Joe Pool, Earle Cabell, Graham Purcell and 
Olin Teague and to other members of the 
Texas Delegation in the House of Represen ta
tives. 

A QUANTUM JUMP IN 
CRAFTSMANSHIP 

Mr. EII~ERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the ·gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. HELSTOSKI] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 

would like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues the very interesting and 
thought-provoking article which ap
peared in the New York Times, Monday, 
May 8, written by Edward Swayduck, 
president, Locall, Amalgamated Lithog
r:aphers of America, entitled "A 'Quan
tum Jump' in Craftsmanship." 

A "QUANTUM JUMP" IN CRAFTSMANSHIP 
(The "quantum theory,'' developed by 

physicists W(Yfking with atoms and molecules 
early in this century, exploded the concept 
that certain basic changes in nature were 
gradual and continuous p.nd showed they 
occurred abruptly-like leaps.) 

(Our tax dollars, spent for space explora
tion, have produced unprecedented techno
logical windfalls reaching to every corner of 
our society and industry. The failure of cer
tain leaders of management and "labor to 
utilize these quantum-like advances for mu
tual benefit accounts for much of the cur
rent difficulty in management-labor rela
tions.) 

(By Edward Swayduck) 
Never in the histJory of our country have 

so many of our best brains been mobilized 
for a single purpose as today. Backed by 
billions of dollars, our finest physicists and 
engineers have been put to a common task: 
"Send men into space; set them walking on 
the moon." 

Before you reach a corner like that you 
pass a good many doorways. On their way to 
their great goals our scientists have had to 
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invent new materials, new optical devices, 
new forms of radar and radio instrumen
tation, new techniques. These are now seep
ing down into our everyday world. The prod
ucts of this research, today permeating all 
industry, have caused a "quantum jump" in 
new techniques and craftsmanship. A good 
deal of American industry is flying, along 
with the astronauts, like a tail to a kite. 

Traditionally industry has spent a certain 
amount of its profits for research to improve 
its products, at a pace sufficient to meet the 
competition Of its peers. But in the last few 
years, with our tax dollars buying research, 
which no single corporation could possibly 
afford, the pace of research available to in
dustry has skyrocketed. But not all indus
tries have availed themselves of it. 

In some fields, either labor or manage
ment has held back from technological proc
ess, eyeing it suspiciously; in others, labor 
and management have lacked a rapport which 
would have let them adapt to change by 
joint effort; often there has been a simple 
lack of understanding or interest in what 
is taking place. When the "quantum jump" 
in techniques and craftsmanship started a 
few years ago, there was in some quarters 
a total lack of preparedness for it and we 
can see the effects on all sides. 

THE RHYTHM OF DEVELOPMENT 

The cause of many of the strikes and other 
labor-management heartaches of the last 
decade has been a failure to be ln rhythm 
with developments in this fast-moving 
world-and a failure to realize that the 
rhythm was speeding up. The price for being 
out of step is enormous. 

Because-please notice-we all pay taxes 
to support the government's massive research 
programs. Every worker and every employer 
who pays taxes helps to pay the bill. Every 
time you smoke a highly-taxed cigarette, 
you chip in your share of a test-tube for 
our space program. But if an employer and 
a union are in rhythm with these new de
velopments, they get their money back, in 
the fruits of the new research, and the de
vices and materials this creates for them to 
use in their own lines. 

That is what has happened in our trade, 
lithography. It is startling to note how many 
new and enlarged skills our men have had to 
acquire, simply to keep up with new elec
tronic devices, photographic materials, scan
ning equipment and chemicals flowing to 
our industry, basically from government
financed research. · 

An industry which holds back against 
technical progress, whether because of an im
proper attitude on the part of management 
or labor or both, pays out dollars in taxes 
for research but gets no return. We are in an 
era of government-financed research in a pri
vate enterprise system. It is unique in his
tory that a public program of research should 
give private enterprise its greatest forward 
surge, but that is what is happening. We ap
pear to be well on our way to confound the 
political ~cience dogmatists. 

SOME INDUSTRIES WERE READY 

How does it happen that some industries 
were ready for the "quantum jump" when it 
came, and others were not? Surely the an
swer to that question would be an important 
piece of economic and social information. 
We've been thinking about it because this 
year our union, Local One, Amalgamated 
Lithographers of America, celebrates its 85th 
anniversary. Exercising an anniversary privi
lege of ~mmodesty we can say that we have 
not merely accepted new technologies but 
have in fact welcome them and engaged af
firmatively in the build-up of the new skills 
required of our craftsmen members. 

A fortunate organizational development no 
doubt contributed much to this. In 1915, we 
"amalgamated"-i.e., we brought all the 
lithographic crafts, theretofore separately 
organized, together into one union, to work 
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as a team, under one contract. That put our 
organization in a favorable form for meeting 
change. From that time on-52 years ago-
whenever a technical c·oncept came along 
that reduced the demand for lithographic 
workers in one craft or category, the men 
affected were allowed and urged .to retrain 
and shift to another. In this we were not' 
beset with jurisdictional problems as the 
shifts were made within one union. We were 
therefore not conditioned to view new tech
nology as a threat to jobs, a view which in 
many cases, mostly unwarranted, has pro
duced panic, strained labor-management re
lations, strikes and last ditch stands of re
sistance to change. Many of the destructive 
labor-management tangles today only reflect 
minds on both sides that have not been ready 
for the new period. 

SEVENTY TIMES AS FAST 

We appear, fortunately, to have been pre
pared for conditions today by our form of 
organization and experience with the tech
nical changes which took place in the past at 
a slower pace. When the new conditions came 
along, it was like drinking a glass of water 
for us-there was no particular taste sur
prise. It is in that spirit that we have moved 
from the time when a lithographic press 
gave us only a little more than two mill1on 
square inches of printing an hour, to today, 
when a new press can turn out a hundred and 
fifty mill1on inches an hour-in multicolor
an increase of seventy times in a short span. 
It is in this spirit that our men have learned 
new skills to go with new films, new develop
ing processes, new metals for plates, new 
cybernetic controls on presses and much 
more. 

Far from finding that the new machines 
make their skills unnecessary, our members 
have discovered that they have to be better 
craftsmen than ever. They must learn new 
vocabularies, a host of new ultra-discriminat
ing measurement processes, a complete new 
chemistry, a whole new science of technical 
optics. A workman of the old times, who 
walked into one of our shops today, might 
well be bewildered by what has happened to 
the old processes, and he would have real 
difficulty understanding the shop language. 
Our members are not button pushers. They 
are the most skilled craftsmen the graphic 
arts have ever had. Their need to master the 
machine ~and use its full potential has made 
them so. 

THERE WILL BE FURTHER LEAPS 

There are going to be more "quantum 
jumps," and in many more fields. Techno
logically, the whole world is about to take 
a "quantum leap." All unions must get their 
minds and the minds of their members in 
tune with what is coming. There will cer
tainly be such leaps in communications
the television satellites are only samples of 
what will come. There will definitely be 
"quantum jumps" in transportation, within 
cities and between cities. The world's flow 
of knowledge and information is being re
organized while we watch. The children of 
some of our union and industrial leaders 
know more from their school science books 
about what the future has in store than do 
their parents. 

II}-p..ustry and labor can no longer afford the 
luxury of living in the past. Labor does that 
when it resists technical advances. Manage
ment does that when it tries to jam new 
developments down labor's throat without 
regard for the futures of men who have in
vested lifetimes in an industry. A "tripod" 
approach, making sure that new methods 
produce better living for labor, more growth 
for management, and lower prices for the 
consumer is the only approach which can 
equal, in economic and social skill, the 
scientific skill that is changing our world. 

Those in industry who try to turn science 
into selfish, one-sided gain, and labor leaders 
who boast in their official organs that they 

have no philosophies but prefer to go from 
crisis to crisis, are no longer in the ball 
park. Truth is, they are not even on this 
planet. 

To represent men who live by the work of 
their hands and minds and not to be .fully 
aware of the total transformation that is tak
ing place in our lives by virtue of the one-a
minute pace of new discoveries is to invite 
economic and social disaster. 

To rephrase an oft-heard remark: "They 
don't make things like they used to . • • 
thank God!" 

KRUPP'S LAST TRADE? 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. MoNAGAN] may 
extend his remarks at ·this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, recently 

there has been a great deal of discussion 
of expanded East-West trade, and in 
this connection I have suggested that, 
before the United States embarks on a 
course of energetic bridgebullding in 
this area, all the facts of trade expan
sion should be carefully examined, 
especially the aspect involving the grant
ing of long-term credits. The experi
ences of those who have actually done 
extensive trading with the East should 
be studied with particular care. 

Columnist Eliot Janeway, writing in 
the Chicago Tribune, has described the 
credit jolts which the German Krupp 
enterprises experienced in dealing with 
Russia. In trading with this nation, 
Krupp agreed to Communist conditions 
that credit be extended over a long pe
riod of tiine-10 to 15 years-and that 
payment would not start until the fac
tory or mill being constructed under the 
terms of the trade agreement was in full 
production. As Mr. Janeway has pointed 
out, Krupp overextended itself by agree
ing to this long-term repayment and 
other Communist conditions. Little or no 
relief is in sight for Communist credi
tors. 

Mr. Janeway has astutely pointed out 
that Krupp's crisis is America's object 
lesson. Germany has found out the hard 
way that not even Krupp can afford to 
do business with the Soviets on their 
terms. Thus, the need for studying long
term credits is one of the problems of 
expanded East-West trade. 

House Concurrent Resolution 293 
which I have introduced expresses the 
sense of Congress that the OECD coun
tries should establish a committee on 
East-West trade. This committee would 
investigate and study all aspects of such 
trade, including that which I have above 
described, with the goal of protecting 
members' interest, and apprising them of 
the facts, advantages, consequences, and 
pitfalls of expanded East-West trade. I 
ask that Mr. Janeway's article be printed 
below. 
[From the ·chicago (Ill.) Tribune, Mar. 27, 

1967] 
"SERIOUS CHANGES" FACE KRUPP EMPmE 

(By Eliot Janeway) 
. NEW YORK, March 26.-Any time Krupp 
makes news, something funny is happening 
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in world business and serious changes are in 
the making in world politics. Bankruptcy 
would be too harsh a word to describe the 
take-over to which the largest paternalistic 
family proprietorship left in the world has 
just been forced to submit. Besides, a bank
ruptcy hurts creditors as well as owners. But 
Krupp's creditors have just protected them
selves by jumping the owner. 

It seems that Krupp has been doing too 
well for its own good-a fact which in itself 
testifies to the enormous progress Germany 
has made since she cor .. yerted swords into 
plowshares. The trouble which has developed 
is not commercial but financial. Krupp's ex
port salesmen had taken the business up as 
high as it could go without finding a couple 
or three cash customers. 

DEBT IS UNKNOWN 

How much Krupp has wound up owing no 
one really knows. The behavior of the failen 
empire's creditors is suggesting that, the 
closer they get to the books, the less ap
petite they have for finding out themselves. 
It is certainly true that the easy going philos
ophy of the easy money years-exemplified 
in the quip "The more you owe, the more 
you own"-has suddenly stoppl d making 
sense or money for the strongest competitor 
in the most competitive country in the world. 

Krupp's export volume is easier to guessti
mate than its indebtedness. 

It is prodigious, running at a ·rate 111 excess 
of a billlon marks a year, or 250 million dol
lars-which is tremendous on the European 
scale of operations and increasingly formi
dable alongside America's falling trend of in
dustrial exports. 1 

Unfortunately, however, the more business 
Krupp put on abroad, the deeper the hole _it 
dug itself into ~t home. Krupp's error lay in 
overdoing its traditional recipes for German 
success. 

". • • TO THE EAST" 

The first · is that Germany must export to 
live. The second is summed up in the phrase 
"drang nach oesten"-which means "drive to 
the east," whether with soldiers or salesmen. 
Both rules are realistic-provided the cus
tomers to the east send money westward in 
payment . . 

But Krupp never had a ch~nce. For its big 
export successes were racked up across the 
iron curtain. And the soviet states-however 
they may disagree with one another-agree 
on one fundamental operating principle. All 
of them will jump at the chance to buy any
thing offered to them-just so long as they 
don't have to start paying for it inside of 
five years, and so long as they get terms 
stretching over another 10 to 15 years. 

It's little wonder that the Communists' 
governments boast of their perfect records of 
paying their bills promptly. They insist on 
having their imported eqUipment installed 
and operating before they obligate · them
selves to start paying for it; so that the plant 
and equipment the various soviet govern
ments import earn their keep before the bills 
start falling due. The way the communist 
governments hornswoggle the capitalists, 
startup investment costs need not be pa.!d 
for until the time eomes to declare dividends 
on a free ride. 

"FREE RIDE" AT TERMINAL 

For Krupp's soviet customers, the free ride 
has been a joy ride for years on end-until 
Krupp's salesmen finally ran out of gas. 
The creditors, in declaring the party over, 
have set hard conditions. Krupp's manager, 
who is the super-salesman and the self
styled unofficial German ambassador in the 
soviet sector, is to be superseded by a banker. 
The bankers, moreover, have told the govern
ment that, if Krupp was carrying its soviet 
customers as an accommodation for foreign 
policy, the government and not the banks 
should hold the bag; and the government 
is-to the tune of a new 75-milllon-dollar 
export credit guarantee for Krupp. 

In return, the banks have extended debt 
that was due in the middle of 1966, until the 
end of 1968, and they have advanced another 
100 mill1on dollars as a starter. 

Krupp's crisis is America's object lesson. 
Germany has found out the hard way that 
not even Krupp can afford to do business 
with the soviets on their terms. Soviet finan
cial diplomacy always needs a new sucker, 
and America is being invited to pick up the 
tab for the next round of "sales" across the 
curtain. 

Are we about to rush in where the Ger
mans fear to tread? 

ADDRESS BY GOV. RICHARD J. 
HUGHES BEFORE THE ANNUAL 
NATIONAL DINNER OF THE UNION 
OF ORTHODOX JEWISH CONGRE
GATIONS OF AMERICA 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON] may 
eJQtend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro ;tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no· objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 

Speaker, it gives :me great pleasure to 
commend to the attention of the House 
a11 illuminating address delivered bY. Gov. 
Richard J. Hughes last evening before 
the annual dinner of the Union of Ortho
dox Jewish Congregations of America at 
New YorkClty. 

Governor Hughes' remarks are par
ticularly appropriate now that we have 
before us legislation to extend and ex
pand the landmark .Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act. You will learn 
from the Governor's remarks that our 
State of New Jersey is unalterably op
posed to any move to weaken the act. 
Specifically, he urges defeat of the pro
posed amendment that would substitute 
a system of block grants for the cate
gorical assistance which the act now pro
vides. The Governor's remarks are as 
follows: 

I am deeply honored that you have asked 
me to be with you here tonight, to address 
so distinguished and learned an audience, for 
several reasons. I believe we have many 
things in common, a perception of the value 
and dignity of the individual man created 
in the image of God, an appreciation of the 
worth of a society ordered by law and social 
justice, a devotion to the cause of education 
of the young, so needful of expansion and 
increasing excellence, as almost to make one 
think of the zestful admonition of the J>OP
ular song "to reach the unreachable 
stars • • •." And you, who by the guardian
ship of religion, have responsibility for the 
good order and well-being of the spiritual 
community, can realize full well the abiding 
tie between the ancient glory of eternal 
truths and their present manifestation in 
today's application to what I shall refer to 
as the common good. 

It seems almost coincidental that this very 
week the Congress of the United States wm 
be, dealing, for .good or 111, with the subject 
of education. Education is the first work of 
our times. This fundamental truth, now 
shared by virtually the entire American com .. 
munity, is in fact a bedrock foundation of 
the Jewish tradition. So it is a happy oppor
tunity for me to be here this evening to per
form the Mitzvah, if you please, of speaking 
on behalf of the Administration's program, 
which might also be ca.lled the American 
program, of federal aid to education. 

When the history books are written about 
the achievements of tl;le American people 
in the mid-sixties, I am confident that what 
our states and federal government are 
achieving in the field of education will be 
our greatest single mark Of distinction. Fed
eral assistance for improving the schools and 
colleges of our country has tripled in the last 
five years. State and local efforts have also 
been increasing. Even in this time of great 
international involvement and equivalent 
sacrifice, our efforts to improve educational 
opportunity for all of our people are sub
stantially ahead of last year and so they 
must continue. 

But all of this did not come easily. For 
almost a century the Congress of the United 
States wrestled with knotty issues impeding 
the passage of federal aid bills. Roadblocks 
and obstacles had to be scaled and over
come. Representatives of the poorer states 
feuded with the wealthier states. City school 
interests mistrusted the motives of rural leg
islators. Those who would aid only integrated 
education clashed with the advocates of seg
regaJted schools. Proponents of general e.id 
could not command a majority because too 
many would vote for only categorical sup
ports. Finally, some would offer federal tax 
dollars solely to public schools while others 
opposed any bill which did not make eqUita
ble oprovlsions for !the children attending the 
privatefschools of America. 

Time and again a breakthrough for federal 
assistance seemed close at hand. But time 
'and again defeat and frustration were all 
that came to pass. Until . 1965 . . . then our 
President and the grea~ 89th CongresS, work
ing closely with representatives of all of 
American education, devised the delicately 
balanced compromises of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. For the first time 
in our history, federal revenues were;! made 
available in large sums to both north and 
south, to both city and countryside, to both 
poor and wealthier states, to children of all 
rac~s. and to yo-qng people in both public 
and private schools. 

You are familiar with those deliberately 
baLa.nced compromises because :the leaders of 
your faith helped to shape them. You helped 
to insure that federal dollars flowing only 
to public schools would be used to improve 
educational opportunities for all the young 
people of our country and would be partic
ularly mindful of the children of the poor. 

Now the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act is working well. In city and ham
let around the nation it is bringing about 
educational innovation and experimenta
tion as never before. Over eight million chil
dren are receiving long overdue attention 
through improved educational progrrups. 
Virtually every schoolchild in the country 
will be benefitted through the availab111ty of 
new school library materials and audiovisual 
aids. Educational research and state depart
ments of education have also been greatly 
strengthened with the help of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act. 

In its first year of operation, this wonder
ful law put more than a billion dollars into 
school districts with crowded classrooms and 
inadequate staffs_. A bill of Congressman 
John Brademas proposes extending this sen
sible and compassionate law for another two 
years. The 1965 legislation requires neither 
replacement nor substantial amendment; 
what is urgently called for is more aggressive 
enforcement, for it has reached only half of 
the 16. million children it was intended to 
benefit. And many of those who are not 
reached will remain largely illiterate and 
economically useless, to the· tragic damage 
of the common good. 

In my own Stat~ of New Jersey over 150,-
000 public and private school children whose 
educational achievement is below the 
norm-becau··e of physic!;l.l , mental, social, 
cultural or emotional handicaps--are re
ceiving the benefits of the supplementary 



May 22, 1967 CONGRESSIONAL ·RECORD- HOUSE . 13447 
and remedial instruction, pupil and family 
counseling, cultural enrichment, and health 
and welfare service needed to overcome their 
learning handicaps. All of this has been 
made possible by this wonderful federal leg
islation. 

Two of our most urbanized cities have de
veloped programs for the training and utili
zation of teacher aides. These aides, selected 
from economically deprived areas, are work
ing effectively to assist children and are in 
turn being assisted economically. And the 
program has been found to carry with it an 
invaluable by-product. Not only does it im
prove in-school instruction, but the use of 
these aides, coming from among the disad
vantaged themselves, has resulted in consid
erable change in student attitude and pa
rental receptiveness to educational envolve
ment. No longer are children afraid to be 
seen carrying home books, going to the li
brary or doing homework. When children 
can be given more individual attention
when they have the aid of individuals from 
their own environment with whom they can 
relate--wonderful and exciting things begin 
happening. 

In one of our more suburban communities 
nearly 650 children who were doing badly in 
the regular school program, are meeting with 
success as the result of intensive efforts and 
individual attention. Instructional teams of 
teachers, administrators, psychologists, so
cial workers, and specialists from all- dis
ciplines are carrying out educational pro
grams for each child. This has meant indi
vidual counseling and guidance for the qhil
dren and their parents; and individualized 
reading, language and other programs geared 
to specific needs. It has also meant-and per
haps we should be a little ashamed in these 
times of afiluence--providing food for hu,ngry 
children and furnishing medical and dental 
assistance. . 

Many of our cities contain children who do 
not speak English although bright .and lit
erate in their native tongue. The Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act has made pos
sible programs which enable these children 
to join their English speaking peers on an 
equal footing. Just imagine the frustration 
of a bright child-literate in Spanish per
h~tps-but unable to fully participate in the 
educational process because he or she is 
weak in English. Individual instructors, 
highly trained bi-lingual teachers, new tech
niques and materials, effective use of parents 
as teachers and interpretors are rapidly help- · 
tng them to bridge the gap in language and 
cultural differences. 

But now all of this accomplishment and 
promise is threatened by a substitute bill 
sponsored by Congressman Quie which will 
be voted on in the House of Representatives 
next week. Many who for generations have 
opposed any form of federal aid to educa
tion now claim to have found "a better way" 
to dispense federal aid. In place of the deli
cately balanced compromises of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act they 
would substitute a meat-axe kind of ap
proach which would Imperil all that we have 
jointly achieved. Private school students, now 
beginning to participate in publicly spon
sored educational programs, would find their 
participation hobbled, in many cases pre
vented, by the constitutions of almost three 
dozen states. In place of the friendly con
sultations between public school and pri
vate school educators now going on at the 
local level all around America, in a spirit 
of friendship and cooperation, private school 
educators would have to go, hat in hand, to 
necessarily hostile state departments of edu
cation. 

This substitute bill is a bad bill, christened 
by the current issue of The New Republic as 
"Republican mischief," although I would per
sonally hope that education-minded Repub
licans would see in the Quie proposals a 
tragic setting back of education discordant 
with the dreams and hopes of America. 

As the President recently said, this is "a 
time of testing for American education." The 
old roadblocks against federal aid to educa
tion are being raised once again. Members of 
the Congress are being urged to tear apart 
all that has been laboriously constructed in 
the last two years. 

I do not think that this will happen be
cause I have faith in the American people 
and in their elected representatives. But I do 
urge each and everyone of you to tell his 
representatives in Congress that the sub
stitute bill should be defeated and that the 
present Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act should be extended and supported 
in its full vigor and intendment. For that is 
the way to build success upon success. That 
ls the way to insure that all American chil
dren receive a better education. That is the 
way to build a better America of which we 
can all be proud. 

And I ask your help in the next crucial 48 
hours in calling your Congressmen because 
this issue seems to me to be relevant to the 
very substance of America-the common 
good. I address this appeal to all of you, 
whether conservative or liberal, so-called, in 
the political sense. · 

In this context I would hope that Congress, 
on this important subject, wo,uld try to avoid 
the modern polarization of poUtical thought 
and rest its decision purely in the common 
good. 

It is increasingly obvious to all of us who 
are concerned to any degree with current 
affairs that a strange phenomenon is taking 
place in this nation-more and more, our so
ciety is dividing itself between two philo
sophical extremes. As we face the moral, so
cial, economic an-:1 political' questions of the 
day, Americans seem to be aligning them
selves with extreme philosophical viewpoints, 
either to the "left" or to the ·~right" of center, 
which results in sharp and bitter antagonism 
between those ln both camps. This phenom
enon is reflected in the degree of emotional
ism with which men approach those who dis
agree, however slightly, with them on social 
issues. It is reflected ln the name-calling 
which dominates our news media and public 
discussion forums-we read and hear about 
the "hawks" and "doves," the conservatives 
and the liberals, the fascists and the anar
chists, the reactionaries and the revolution
aries, the rights of the individual and the 
rights of the state, and so on. And this polar
ization of our society ls manifested even 
more strikingly in the manner in which ex
tremists on each side have become the sym
bols and spokesmen for all whose opinions 
fall to the same side of precise center as 
theirs. 

The right to dissent, to differ in opinion 
from one's fellow citizens, is basic to the 
American way of life. At the same time it is 
fundamental to this nation's greatness that 
there be the spirit of cooperation, of com
promise, of collaboration which has charac
terized the way in which sincere and honest 
men in our pluralistic society have reached 
out to each other to find solutions to the 
questions they have faced throughout our 
history. Now, I believe, this coming together, 
this meeting of the minds, upon which our 
success as a society depends is in serious dan
ger. No longer does it seem possible for up
right men to meet with one another in order 
to resolve differences of opinion on questions 
of either public or personal good, for con
temporary opinion has been sharply divided 
into two sides each distrustful of the other, 
each too ready to denounce the other, each 
able to view the other only in terms of an 
extreme point of view. 

Last summer, I had the privilege of hear
ing an address by the Most Reverend John 
J. Wright, Bishop of Pitts·burgh, at the Na
tional Governors' Conference in Los Angeles. 
Bishop Wright spoke with wisdom and with 
eloquence on this timely area of con.cern. He • 
said that the contemporary American tends 

to align himself around one or the other of 
the answers to these questions: "Does the 
state, the organized society, exist for me; or 
do I, the individual citizen, exist for the 
state?"-in other words, the good of the in
dividual versus the good of the collectivity. 
He suggested that we need now find "a for
mula under which we can rally to the serv
ice of America all the spiritual energies and 
intellectual resources which are now dis
sipated by polarized division disastrous alik.e 
to personal interest and to collective well
being." And he offered as that formula a 
phrase rooted in Christian philosophy, in 
Hebrew prophecy, in Greek wisdom, in 
Roman law, and in the philosophy of the 
founding fathers of this nation-"the com
mon good." 

This common good, the Bishop said, "Is all 
the heri tagfl from the past and all the hope 
for the future which good. men share under 
Gbd. Common to many, it is therefore public; 
perfective of the individual, it remains some
how personal. It calls the individual out of 
himself to share things with the general com
munity, but it puts the resources of the gen
eral community at the service of things clos
est to the personality of the individual. That 
is what Cicero meant when he defined the 
common good, the res publica, in terms of 
a nation's altars and hearths, of the spiritual 
and domestic values which center about these 
and which serve personality." · 

And I hope that when Congress acts this 
week on the education bill, the voices of its 
members will bespeak this common good, un
mindful of narrow partisanship, as have the 
voices of gr;eat individual Americans in our 
treasured past. 

"For example, Abraham Lincoln was a 
Republican; he lived in a specific period of 
Americ::a,n history; he presented strongly in
dividualistic traits; he was a partisan of the 
northern cause in the war between the states; 
it is dltllcult sometimes to appreciate that 
millions of sincere Americans profoundly dis
liked some of his .ideas, deplored many of his 
policies, distrusted him personally. But when 
he spoke at Gettysburg, he spoke ... for us 
all-for all Americans (of every time 
and) ... every part of the country. 

"Woodrow Wilson (my distinguished pred
ecessor as Governor of New Jersey and a 
great President) was a Democrat. He, too, 
lived in a particular period of our national 
history and a specific phase of our emergence 
into the international community. He had 
marked individual traits, many of which his 
friends found amiable, others of which his 
critics found distasteful. Whole areas of his 
political philosophy were unacceptable to 
millions of his fellow citizens, and some of 
his policies provoked the resentment of 
many. Yet, in his public pronouncements 
he frequently transcended the inevitable · 
limitations of himself, his times and his 
political context . . . (for example,) the 
exalted address to' the Military Academy at 
West Point ln which Wilson summarized so 
many of the elements of our common good 
... (He said,) 'America came into exist
ence for a particular reason . . . It was as 
if in the providence of God. a continent had 
been kept unused and waiting for peaceful 
people who loved liberty and the rights of 
men more than they loved anything else, to 
come and set up an unselfish common
wealth'." 

When I first heard Bishop Wright's elo
quent words and pondered his idea, I was 
profoundly Impressed with the thought that 
in this concept of the common good may be 
found our greatest hope for the future, not 
only of this nation but of all mankind. Un
der this guiding principle of the common 
good, a man, while retaining his personal 
values, may reach beyond them to find com
mon counsel with his neighbors for the en
richment of community life; a state, whlle 
preserving its local character, may reach 
beyond it to find common counsel with other 
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states for the strengthening of national life; 
and a nation, while conserving its ideals and 
characteristics, may reach beyond them to 
find common counsel with other nations for 
the building of a better international order. 

As we part tonight to return to our altars 
and hearths, let us hope and pray that the 
dreams of America will always involve the 
common good, the relationship in which the 
Creator intended us all to live. 

CONSIDER THE ECONOMICS AND 
THE ECOLOGY OF OIL SHALE DE
VELOPMENT 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BuRTON] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. 

Speaker, a fortnight ago I made some re
marks to my esteemed colleagues on the 
subject of oil shale development on pub
lic lands in our Western States. 

At that time I urged Members of this 
House to give this matter a most thor
ough and thoughtful study lest this tre
mendous natural resource be permitted, 
through inadvertence or error, to fall 
into the hands of private interests who 
would reap a private fortune at public 
expense. 

The New York Times today carries an 
editorial entitled "A Policy for Oil Shale" 
which contains a similar admonition. 
This editorial stresses that there is no 
need for making hasty decisions in this 
matter. It reads as follows: 
[From the New York Times, May 22, 1967] 

A POLICY FOR OIL SHALE 

Secretary of the Interior Udall has at
tempted to please everyone in devising Fed
eral regulations for the private development 
of the huge, publicly owned oil shale de
posits. He is likely to discover instead that 
he has embarked on the vain policy of try
ing to appease appetities that are unap
peasable. 

Mr. Udall's compromise is to make a small 
section of public land available for lease 
and establish graduated royalty fees to pre
vent any company from gaining huge profits 
if the extraction process proves to be cheap
er and the oil more abuJ;ldant than .now 
anticipated. These proposed regulations as-. 
sume that it is settled national policy to 
have the shale developed u.nder private aus
pices; they represent an effort to as~ure a rea
sonable return to the Government from a 
resource whose value is actually incalculable. 

There is no immediate need for develop
ing these shale deposits, which lie in Colo
rado, Wyoming and Utah. The oil com
panies are primarily interested in these de
posits as reserves for the future. If they were 
eager to begin development, they could start 
on the one-fifth of the deposits which are al
ready in private ownership. The companies 
own or have leasing rights to private par
cels of land quite large enough to permit ex
ploitation now. 

The pressure for prompt development 
comes from the smaller owners of the pri
vately held lands who could realize immense 
capital gains if on shale development were 
encouraged now by the Federal Government. 
The pressure also comes from Western poli
ticians and businessmen who view the shale 
deposits as the basis of an economic boom 
for their region. 

Behind the present maneuvering 11es the 

long-term danger that the Federal Govern
ment might be pressured into opening up all 
the publicly owned deposits for private de
velopment, with generous tax incentives and 
no restrictions except perhaps the payment 
of a small royalty. From the standpoint of 
the ordinary taxpayers of the entire nation, 
who own this valuable resource, such a pol
icy would be a giveaway of unprecedented 
magnitude. 

Three proposals have been advanced to pro
tect the public interest. One is for public 
development by an agency modeled on the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. Another is for 
a mixed public-private corporation pat
terned on Comsat. The third, more modest, 
suggestion is that the Government give a 
research-and-development contract to pri
vate industry to develop a commercially feas
ible process for extracting the oil and to 
operate a pilot plant. Once all the problems 
had been worked out, the Government 
would have a much clearer understanding of 
the exact value of this resource and there
fore could determine future national policy 
on the basis of facts, not guesses. 

Another important aspect of this question 
concerns the conservation of the land, water 
and scenery in the region. Full-scale develop
ment would require huge amounts of water 
in an arid area and might lead to unsightly 
slag heaps and erosion far surpassing the 
ugliness perpetrated by strip mining for coal. 

Since petroleum from conventional wells 
is more than adequate to meet fuel needs 
for many years to come, the Federal Govern
ment need not rush into any decision until 
it has looked fully into both the economics 
and the ecology of oil &hale development. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. KLEPPE (at the request of Mr. 

GERALD R. FORD), for May 24 and 25, 
1967, on account of official business. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL (at the request of 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD), for May 25 
through June 2, 1967, on account of offi
cial business as member of House Inter
state and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

Mr. BURLESON, for the week Of May 
22, 1967, on account of death in his im
mediate family. 

Mr. NEDZI (at the request of Mr. DrN
GELL), for the remainder of the week, on 
account of illness. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas <at the request 
of Mr. ALBERT), for the remainder of the 
week on account of official business. 

Mr. WoLFF <at the request of Mr. AL
BERT), for today, on account of official 
business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. GRoss, for 30 minutes, today; to 
revise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. GRoss, for 30 minutes, tomorrow, 
May 23; to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. CuRTIS (at the request of Mr. 
KUYKENDALL), for 25 minutes today; to 
revise and extend his remarks and in
elude extraneous matter. 

Mr. HALPERN <at the request of Mr. 
KUYKENDALL), for 15 minutes, on May 
23; to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. PATMAN, for 10 minutes, today; to 
revise and extend his remarks and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. BELL <at the request of Mr. KuY
KENDALL), for 15 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. KUYKENDALL) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. PELLY. 
Mr. DENNEY. 
<The following Members <at the 

request of Mr. EILBERG) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. ULLMAN in three instances. 
Mr. KEE. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. FASCELL in two instances. 
Mr. WHITENER. 

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT AND 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS RE
FERRED 

Bills and joint and concurrent reso
lutions of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

8. 61. An act for the relief of Dr. Jose 
Carlos Suarez-Diaz; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 62. An act for the reltef of Dr. Pablo E. 
Tabio; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 68. An act for the relief of Dr. Noel 0. 
Gonzalez; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 71. An act for the relief of Dario Lorenzo 
Platas-Prohias; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S.123. An act for the relief of Kathleen 
Styles; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 174. An act for the relief of Dr. Eduardo 
Gonzalez; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

S. 189. An act for the relief of Jultano 
Barboza Amado and Manuel Socorro Barboza 
Amado; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 221. An act for the relief of Dr. Armando 
Perez Simon; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

S. 281. An act to increase the amount of 
real property which may be held by the 
American Academy in Rome; to the Commit
tee on House Administration. 

S. 344. An act for the relief of Louts Beaud 
(Brother Amable); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 503. An act for the relief of Dr. Angel 
Reaud, also known as Angel Reaud Ramos 
Izquierdo; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

S. 576. An act for the relief of Magaly 
Jane; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 610. An act for the relief of Lilliana 
Grasseschi Baroni; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 613. An act for the reltef of Manuel 
Rodriguez-Fernandez; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 653. An act for the relief of Capt. Robert 
C. Crisp, U.S. Air Force; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 809. An act for the relief of Dr. Youssef 
(Joseph) Selim Hasbani; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 821. An act for the reltef of Dr. Julio 
Domingo Hernandez; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 906. An act for the relief of Luis Tapia 
Davila; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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S. 976. An act for the relief of Zofia Wala

sek; to the COmmittee on the Judiciary. 
S. 985. An act for the relief of Warren F. 

Coleman, Jr.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1021. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Luis Navarro; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

S.1160. An act to amend the Communica
tions Act of 1934 by extending and improv
ing the provisions thereof relating to grants 
for construction of educational television 
broadcasting fac111ties, by authorizing assist
ance in the construction of noncommercial 
educational radio broadcasting fac111ties, by 
establishing a nonprofit corporation to as
sist in establishing innovative educational 
programs, to fac111tate educational program 
ava1lab111ty, and to aid the operation of edu
cational broadcasting fac111ties; and to au
thorize a comprehensive study of instruction
al television and radio, and for other pur
poses; to the COmmittee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

S. 1354. An act for the relief of Dr. Bong 
Oh Kim; to the COmmittee on the Judiciary. 

S. Con. Res. 15. COncurrent resolution to 
recognize the 175th anniversary of the ad
mission of the Commonwealth of Kentucky 
to the Union; to the COmmitfee on the Judi
ciary. 

S. COn. Res. 23. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies 
of the hearings entitled "Federal Role in Ur
ban Affairs"; to the COmmittee on House 
Administration. 

S.J. Res.11. Joint resolution to designate 
the third Sunday in June of each year as 
Father's Day; to the COmmittee on the Ju
diciary. 

S.J. Res. 19. Joint resolution providing for 
the establishment of an annual National 
Farmers Week; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

S.J. Res. 26. Joint resolution designating 
February of each year as "American History 
Month"; to the COmmittee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 28. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to proclaim the fourth week 
in April in every year as National Coin Week; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 41. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to designate the week of July 
23 through July 29, 1967, as "Professional 
Photography Week"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 44. Joint resolution to amend the 
joint resolution entitled "Joint resolution to 
establish the first week 1n October of each 
year as National Employ the Physically Han
dicapped Week," approved August 11, 1945 
(59 Stat. 530) , so as to broaden the applica
bility of such resolution to all handicapped 
workers; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 69. Joint resolution requesting the 
President to proclaim the month of May 1967, 
as National Home Improvement Month; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.J. Res. 72. Joint resolution to provide for 
the designation of the second week of May 
of each year as "National School Safety Pa
trol Week"; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

S.J. Res. 74. Joint resolution to provide for 
the formulation, adoption, administration, 
and periodic updating of a comprehensive 
plan for the U.S. Capitol Grounds and con
tiguous related and influencing areas; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R.1587. An act for the relief of Richard 
L. Bass; 

H.R. 1646. An act for the relief of Mrs. A. 
E. Housley; and 

H.R. 4064. An act for the relief of Agnes C. 
Stowe. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o'clock and 44 minutes p.m.), the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues
day, May 23, 1967, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

763. A communication from the President 
of the United States transmitting amend
ments to the request for appropriations for 
the Department of Transportation for fiscal 
year 1968 (H. Doc. No. 126); to the Commit
tee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

764. A letter from the Secretary of the Air 
Force, transmitting the Air Force report en
titled "Semiannual Research and Develop
ment Procurement Action Report," covering 
the period July 1, 1966, through December 
31, 1966, pursuant to the provisions of sec
tion 2357, title 10, United States COde; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

765. A letter from the Librarian of Con
gress, transmitting a report on the Library 
of Congress, including the Copyright Office, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

766. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Reserve Otficers Association of the United 
States, transmitting the audit report of the 
Reserve Otficers Association of March 31, 1967, 
pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 
81-595; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

767. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a report of grants 
for basic scientific research made by the De
partment of Defense to nonprofit institu
tions during calendar year 1966, pursuant to 
the provisions of Public Law 85-934; to the 
Committee on Science and Astronautics. 

768. A letter from the Administrator, Small 
Business Administration, transmitting drafts 
of proposed legislation (1) to amend the 
authorizing legislation of the Small Business 
Administration, and for other purposes; and 
(2) to amend the Internal Revenue Code 
with respect to the income tax treatment of 
small business investment companies; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

769. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Southern Interstate Nuclear Board, trans
mitting resolutions relating to the breeder 
reactor program, and to the international 
tratfic of radioactive materials, pursuant to 
the provisions of Public Law 87-563; to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BilLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: · 

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H.R . 4496. A b111 for the relief of the 
village of Brooklyn Center, Minn. (Rept. No. 
268). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. EILBERG: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 8140. A bill to provide for the settlement 
of the claims against the District of Colum
bia by officers and employees of the District 
of Columbia for damage to, or loss of, p~r-

sonal property incident to their service, and 
for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 269). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whol~ House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. FLOOD: Committee on Appropriations. 
H.R. 10196. A b111 making appropriations for 
the Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, and related agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 271). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. RIVERS: Committee of conferenc.e. 
S. 666. An act to authorize appropriations 
during the fiscal year 1968 for procurement 
of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, and tracked 
combat vehicles, and research, development, 
test, and evaluation for the Armed Forces, 
and for other purpoees (Rept. No. 270). 
Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BARING: 
H.R. 10154. A bill to reclassify certltin posi

tions in the postal field service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. DELANEY: 
H.R. 10155. A b111 to increase from $600 to 

$1,000 the personal income tax exemption of 
a taxpayer (including the exemption for a 
spouse, the exemption for a dependent, and 
the additional exemption for old age or 
blindness; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FOLEY: 
H.R. 10156. A bill to amend section 203 of 

the National Housing Act; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. HALEY: 
H.R. 10157. A bill to regulate imports of 

milk and dairy products, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 
H.R. 10158. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to permit the payment 
of benefits to a married couple on their com
bined earnings record, to eliminate certain 
special requirements for entitlement to hus
band's or widower's benefits, to provide for 
the payment of benefits to widowed fathers 
with minor children, to equalize the criteria 
for determining dependency of a child on 
his father or mother, and to make the re
tirement test inapplicable to individuals with 
minor children who are entitled to mother's 
or father's benefits; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HARVEY: 
H.R. 10159. A b111 to protect the public 

health by amending the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act to consolidate certain pro
visions assuring the safety and effectiveness 
of new animal drugs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H.R. 10160. A b111 to provide for the strik

ing of medals in commemoration of the 50th 
anniversary of the founding of the American 
Legion; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. HATHAWAY: 
H.R. 10161. A bill arranging for orderly 

marketing of certain imported articles; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H.R. 10162. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland: 
H.R. 10163. A bill to repeal the authority 

for the current wheat and feed grain pro
grams and to authorize programs that will 
permit the market system to work more ef
fectively for wheat and feed grains, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 
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H.R. 10164. A bill to amend the Federal 
Voting Assistance Act of 1955 so as to rec
ommend to the several Staltes thrut its Sib
santee registration and voting procedures be 
extended to all citizens temporarily residing 
abroad; to the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

H.R. 10165. A bill to provide improved ju
dicial machinery for the selection of Federal 
juries, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 
H.R. 10166. A bill to amend the National 

Defense Education Act of 1958 to strengthen 
instruction in health education and to pro
vide for training institutes for personnel en
gaged in health education; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. NATCHER: . 
H.R. 10167. A b111 to regulate imports of 

milk and dairy products, and for other pur
poses: to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REINECKE: 
H.R. 10168. A bill to provide the Coast 

Guard with authority to conduct research 
and development for the purpose of dealing 
with the release of harmful fluids carried in 
vessels; to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

' BY Mr. SCHEUER: 
H.R.10169. A b111 to ame:Q.d the Higher 

Education Act of 1965 to authorize assistance 
to law schools for training programs in the 
conduct of criminal cases involving indigent 
persons; to the Committee on Education and · 
Labor. 

Mr. WALKER: 
H.R. 10170. A blll to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code to provide that certain 
veterans who were prisoners of war shall be 
deemed to have a service-connected disablllty 
of 50 percent; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. WATKINS: 
H.R. 10171. A bill to regulate imports of 

milk and dairy products, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WHITE: 
H.R. 10172. A bill to extend for 1 year the 

authority of the Secretary of Agriculture 
to make indemnity payments to dairy farm
ers who are directed to remove their milk 
from commercial markets because it con
tains residues of chemicals registered and 
approved for use by the Federal Govern
ment; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. WYATT: 
H.R. 10173. A bill relating to the appoint

ment of the Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 10174. A b111 to amend the tariff 
schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on whole skins of mink, 
whether or not dressed; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ZWACH: 
H.R. 10175. A bill to prohibit mutilation 

and desecration <;>f the national flag.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 10176. A bill to amend the tariff 
schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on whole skins of mink, 
whether or not dressed; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BARING: , 
H.R. 10177. A bill to amend the act of July 

22, 1963 (77 Stat. 88), to extend the time for 
the purchase of certain public lands by the 
city of Henderson, Nev., and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

Mr. BURLESON: 
H.R. 10178. A bill to · promote the general 

welfare, foreign policy, and security of the 
United States; to the Committee on Ways 
ann Means. 

By Mr. DELANEY: 
H.R. 10179. A bill to prohibit the expendi-

ture of Federal funds by the Secretary of trol system on the importation of certain 
Health, Education, and Welfare to promote meat and meat products; to the Committee 
the fluoridation of public water supplies; to on Ways and Means. 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign By Mr. SCHADEBERG: 
Commerce. H.R. 10192. A bill to amend the Fair 

By Mr. DOWDY: Labor Standards Act of 1938 to exclude from 
H.R. 10180. A bill to regulate imports of the overtime compensation J»"OVisions of 

milk and dairy products, and for other pur- that act employees of boat sales establish
poses; to the Committe'e on Ways and ments: to the Committee on Education and 
Means. Labor. 

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: By Mr. ZABLOCKI: 
H.R. 10181. A b111 to amend title XIX of H.R. 10193. A bill to amend the Con-

the Social security Act to permit payment to solidated Farmers Home Administration Act 
the recipient of medical assistance, for of 1961, as amended, to provide an alternate 
physician services furnished under the pro- method of making loans for acquisition and 
gram: to the Committee on Ways and Means. improvements of the farm, needed by farm 

By Mr. HOLLAND: famll1es, including young farmers, and to 
H.R. 10182. A blll to amend title VII of provide the borrower family with adequate 

the Housing Act of ·1961 to authorize Federal standards of living and the consumer with 
grants under the open-space land program reasonable prices for dairy and other agri
for the development and redevelopment of cUltural products, as w:en as to maintain and 
existing open-space land and for the acqui- improve national b,ealth, and for other pur
sition of outdoor and indoor recreational poses; to the ·com.mtttee on Agriculture. 
buildings, centers, facilities, and equipment, H.R. 10194. A bill to establish a Federal 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Motor Vehicle Insurance Guarantee Cor-
Bankin~ a.nd 'Currency. . poration, and for other purposes; to the. Com-

By Mr. JOELSON: itte I te tat d F e1 C H.R. 10183. A bill to amend the Public m eon n rs e ·an or gn ommerce. 
By Mr. LONG of Louisiana: 

Health service Act to provide for the estab- H.R. 10195. A bill to amend title 38 of 
llshment of a National Institute on Emphy- the United States Code in order to provide 
sema and Respiratory Diseases; to the Com- additional beds in Veterans' Administration 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. hospitals for the care and treatment of veter-

By Mr. LONG of Louisiana: ans a.1Ilicte.d with alcoholism: to the Com-
H.R. 10184. A bill to reclassify certain po- mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

sitions ,in the postal field service, and for By Mr. FLOOD: 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post H.R. 1019.6. A bill making appropriations 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland: for the Departments of Labor, and Health, 
H.R. 10185. A b1ll to amend title 39, United Education, and Welfare, and related agen

, States Code, to correct an inequity with re;. cies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
spect to the application of postage rates to ·· 1968• and for other purposes. 
publications admitted as second-class mail By Mr. BOW: 

i al t t i d d t iti H.J. Res. 589. Joint resolution proposing 
hav ng origin en ry a n epen en c es; an amendment to the. Constitution of the 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. ' · United States relative to equal rights for 

By Mr. O'HARA of Michigan: men and women; to the Committee on the 
H.R. 10186. A bill to amend the tariff Judiciary. 

schedules of the United states to provide By Mr. BURTON of California: 
that imported articles which are exported H.J. Res. 590. Joint resolution to amend 
and thereafter reimported to the United the Constitution .to provide for representa
States for failure to meet sample or speciflca- tion of the District of Columbia in Congress; 
tions shall, in certain instances, be entered to the Committee on the Judiciary. . 
free of duty upon such reimportation; to By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN: 
the Committee on Ways and Means. H.J. Res. 591. Joint resolution to authorize 

By Mr. OLSEN (for himself, Mr. the President to issue a proclamation desig
HENDERSON, Mr. GREEN of Pennsyl- nating the 30th day of September in 1967 as 
vania, Mr. HANLEY, Mr. WALDIE, Mr. Bible Translation Day; to the Committee on 
WHITE, Mr. Wn.LIAM D. FoRD, Mr. the Judiciary. 
HAMn.ToN, Mr. BRAsco, Mr. GRoss, By Mr. PEPPER: 
Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. BROYHn.L of H. Con. Res. 353. Concurrent resolution ex-
North Carolina, Mr. ScoTT, Mr. pressing the sense of Congress with respect 
RuPPE, Mr. MCCLURE and Mr. to aggression in the Middle East; to the Com-
THOMPSON of Georgia) : mi ttee on Foreign Affairs. 

H.R. 10187. A bill to amend title 39, United By Mr. SAYLOR: 
States Code, to provide additional free letter H. Con. Res. 354. Ooncurrent resolution to 

. mail and air transportation malllng privi- declare the week of June 18 National Coal 
leges for certain members of the U.S. Armed Week; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
Forces, and for other purposes; to the Com- By Mr. WHALEN: 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. H. Con. Res. 355. Concurrent resolution re-

By Mr. PATMAN: lating to a world free trade association; to 
H.R. 10188. A blll to amend title II of the the Committee on Ways and Means. 

National Housing Act to make available, By Mr. DUNCAN: 
through a new program of mortgage insur- H. Res. 481. Resolution that it is the sense 
ance, additional financing for the construe- of the Congress that we do hereupon call 
tion of needed nonprofit hospital fac1llties; upon the President of the United States to 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. direct and order the Attorney General to 

By Mr. PELLY: enforce section 12(a) of the Universal Mill-
H.R.10189. A bill to amend the Surplus tary Training and Services Act and section 

Property Act of 1944 to authorize certain sur- 2388 of title XVIII of the United States ·Code 
plus property of the United States to be as these sections apply to persons to whom 
donated for park or recreational purposes; the Department's attention has been di
to the Committee on Government Opera- rected as having violated these laws; to the 
tions. Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. POAGE: By Mr. McDADE: 
H.R. 10190. A blll to amend the Rural H. Res. 482. Resolution extending the 

Electrification Act of 1936, as amended, to greetings and felicitations of the House of 
provide additional sources of financing for Representatives on the occasion of the tOOth 
the rural electrification and rural telephone anniversary of the. incorporation of Blakely 
programs, and for other purposes; to the Borough of Lackawanna County, Pa.; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. POOL: By .Mr. BLACKBURN: 
· H.R. 10191. A bill to revise the quota-con- H. Res. 483. Resolution concerning law en-
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forcement; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII. memo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

199. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Florida, relative 
to the election of the President by a direct 
vote of the people; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

200. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Florida, relative to a public in
vestigation into the apparent existence of a 
Soviet-dominated Communist regime in the 
Republic of Cuba; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

201. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Hawaii, relative to H.R. 2158, the 
proposed Federal Interstate Taxation Act; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
_ 202. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, rela
tive to oil pollution of waters o1f Cape Cod; 

'to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

203. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
·the State of Nebraska, relative to enlarging 
the area of eligib111ty of Public Law 1021 to 
include the 33 counties in eastern Nebraska; 

_to the Committee on Agriculture. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as fgllows: 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H.R. 10197. A bill for the relief of Milo 

Downing; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H.R.10198. A bill for the relief of Eun Hi 

Kim; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin: 

H.R. 10199. A bill for the relief of Lloyd W. 
Corbisier; t.o the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 
H.R. 10200. A bill for the relief of Bertha 

Margoth Freire; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DELANEY: 
H.R. 10201. A bill for the relief of Helen 

Tziminadis; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. DELLENBACK: 
H.R. 10202. A bill for the relief of Linda 

Morris and Herbert Morris; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FINO: 
H.R. 10203. A bill for the relief of Rosaria 

Cuciuffo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. GILBERT: 

H.R. 10204. A bill for the relief of Maria 
Luz Suarez Castro (alias Maria Suarez); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. · 

By Mr. HANNA: 
H.R. 10205. A b111 for the relief of Manuel 

Fal.za; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. JOELSON: 

H.R. 10206. A bill for the relief of Mario 
A. Gonzales; to the Committee· 'on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 10207. A bill for the relief of Gugliel
mo Heredia; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 10208. A bill for the relief of Valentine 
Ponce; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
H.R.10209. A bill for the relief of Pedro 

Sing Tak Chou; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 10210. A bill for the relief of Lorna 
Leonie Davis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'HARA of Michigan: 
H.R. 10211. A blll for the relief of Amprobe 

Instrument, Division of Soss Manufacturing 
Co.; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROSENTHAL: 
H.R. 10212. A bill for the relief of Miss 

Em111e N. Argonza; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

88. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the City 
Council, Lowell, Mass., relative to appropria
tions for .the HUD program; to the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

89. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Port
land, Oreg., relative .to the main'!ienance of a 
newspaper rea-ding room in the White House; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

90. Also, petition of Itoman Town Councfl, 
Itoman, Okinawa, relative to the return of 
Okinawa to Japan; to the Commltt~e on For
eign A1fairs. 

91. Also, petition of the Loyal Order of 
Moose, Vlcksourg, Miss., relative to the 
mutilation of the U.S. flag; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

92. Also, petition of the National Society 
of the Daughters of the American Revolu
tion, Washington, D.C., relative to resolu
tions adopted by the 76th Continental Con
gress of the DAR, April 1967; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

93. Also, petition of the City Council, City 
of Elizabeth, N.J., relative to permitting free 
postage for packages sent to servicemen and 
women serving in Vietnam; to the Commit
tee on Post omce and Civil Service. 

EXTEN.SIONs · OF R·EMARKS 

Tribute to 1Oth Anniversary of 
Williamsburg Film . 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROBERT V. DENNEY 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, May 22, 1967 

Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Speaker, it was my 
pleasure recently to visit Colonial Wil
·liamsburg, the restored 18th-century 
·capital of the Virginia Colony. It was for 
me, as it has been to millions of Ameri
cans, a unique adventure back to the very 
beginnings of our great land. Here, where 
Thomas Jeirerson, George Washington, 
.and Patrick Henry, and others laid so 
·much of the groundwork for the begin
ning of our country, Americans and visi
tors from abroad have a remarkable op
.pertunity to look deeply into the days 
·and lives of those noble patriots. Whether 
it is sitting in a burgess' seat in the Hall 
of the House of Burgesses, or witnessing 
a muster of the colonial militia, or even 
a quiet stroll down historic Duke of Glou
cester Street, the impression is the same: 
an experience which helps one to under
stand the basic principles of our way of 
life. 

There is, in addition, a singular ex
_perience in Williamsburg worthy of note 

and commendation. I refer to Colonial 
Williamsburg's -orientation .film which 
launches thousands gf visits to the his
toric area. This film, "Williamsburg
The Story of a Patriot," is a moving and 
graphic representation of the values and 
heritage encompassed in this historic 
city. It is difficult to imagine a more fit
ting medium for conveying the message 
Williamsburg holds. The basic American 
tenets of freedom of choice, self-govern
ment, integrity of the individual, indi
vidual liberty and opportunity, all of 
which were in the minds of our early 
patriots 200 years ago, are simply but 
effectively conveyed for young and old 
alike. . 

I understand that nearly 7 million peo
ple-Americans and others-have seen 
this remarkable film in W1lliamsburg in 
the past 10 years. It already holds the 
distinction as having the world's longest 
run in one location. It has been estimated 
that more than 700,000 members of the 
armed services have seen this touching 
story. 

My :first reaction at seeing this :film 
was no doubt the same as that of many 
others: would it not be a great thing if 
all Americans could have this oppor
tunity. I am pleased to have learned that 
so many already have. 

Therefore, on the occasion of the :film's 
lOth anniversary, I would like to com
mend those at Colonial Williamsburg who 
have given the people of the world this 

all-American shrine and the :film that is 
much a part of the Williamsburg mes
sage. 

I would add only one thing more: On 
the occasion of the :film's premier, Co
lonial Williamsburg Board Chairman 
Winthrop Rockefeller, now Governor of 
Arkansas, and whose father, the late 
John D. Rockefeller, Jr., made Colonial 
Williamsburg possible, cited the :film as 
a "culminating effort on the part of Co
lonial Williamsburg to fulfill its deeply
felt responsibility to make visits here an 
historically moving experience." I would 
contend that that responsibility has been 
remarkably ful:filled. 

Tribute to the Late Herbert J. Jacobi 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JAMES KEE 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, May 22, 1967 
Mr. KEE. Mr. Speaker, this past Sat

urday afternoon, while in my omce, the 
telephone rang and 'I learned the sad 
news of the loss of a very dear and close 
friend of many years, the Honora·ble Her
bert J. Jacobi, who was affectionately and 
accurately known by his many admirers 
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as "Mr. American Legion of the District 
of Columbia." 

Mr. Jacobi was the senior partner in 
the unexcelled patent law firm of Jacobi, 
Davidson & Jacobi here in our Nation's 
Capital. 

Because of his deep interest in our 
veterans, because of his compassion for 
his fellow man, and his warm feeling for 
people, he gave freely of his valuable 
time to veterans and their families at 
considerable personal sacrifice. 

He served as department commander 
of the Department of the District of Co
lumbia as well as having served in other 
offices of trust and importance. In 1950, 
he served with equal distinction as na
tional vice commander of the American 
Legion and, during the years, he effec
tively served on important national com
mittees. He was selected for those assign
ments because of his ability, his willing
ness to be of service, and the high esteem 
he held in the hearts of Legionnaires. 

As further evidence of the confidence 
placed in him, he was called upon to serve 
as president of the American Legion Na
tional Convention Corp. for the national 
conventions held in Washington in 1954 
and 1956. · 

He was known and respected by many 
of my colleagues in the U.S. Congress. 

In 1966, he was awarded the "Legion
naire of the Year" trophy. 

While he was active in community 
affairs, it should be noted that he served 
on the District of Columbia Parole Board 
as well as a delegate to the 1960 Demo
cratic Convention. He was always ready 
to work diligently on community affairs 
when · requested. He deeply believed in 
helping others and he was always most 
effective. 

To those of us who were privileged to 
work closely through the years with Mr. 
American Legion, he deserved-and he 
had-<mr affection, admiration, and re
spect. 

Last night, American Legion services 
were conducted under the direction of 
the National Guard of Honor. This dig
nified evidence of respect was deeply felt 
by each of us who attended. I saw the 
tears in the eyes of each of us as we paid 
our last tribute upon this earth to this 
outstanding and accomplished American 
citizen. While we realize that temporarily 
we will be separated from this dis tin
guished friend, we do know that in due 
time, we will rejoin him in that higher 
place of life. Yes, he was an honorable 
man. 

While we keenly feel this personal loss 
in our everyday life, we have been 
blessed in knowing and working with this 
dedicated man. We are better and more 
compassionate individuals because of 
this cherished association. 

In my humble way, Mr. Speaker, I 
wanted to share with my colleagues this 
distressing news and tribute of respect 
to our departed friend. 

To Mrs. Jacobi and members of the 
family, ] want to extend deepest sym
pathy and say thank you for sharing 
Herb with us. He has inspired each of 
us during his lifetime and in our humble 
way, we will try to justify his-friendship 
and confidence. Let us carry on his dem
onstrated ideals in a manner that will 

refiect utmost credit upon his accom
plishments. There are untold numbers of 
veterans and their families who are en
joying a better life because of the life 
and work of Herbert J. Jacobi. 

Golden Anniversary of the Commissioned 
Corps of the Environmental Science 
Services Administration 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DANTE B. FASCELL 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, May 22, 1967 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
privilege to call to our colleagues' atten
tion the fact that today marks the 50th 
anniversary of the establishment of the 
Commissioned Corps of the Environ
mental Science Services.Administration, 
an agency of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce. 

The commissioned corps of ESSA 
along with the U.S. Army, Navy, Marine 
Corps, Air Force, Coast Guard, and Pub
lic Health Service comprise the uni
formed services of the United States. Of 
these seven services, ESSA's commis
sioned corps is the smallest with an au
thorized strength of but 285 members. 

By an Act of Congress on this date in 
1917, the commissioned corps had its 
birth as a part of the Coast and Geodetic 
Survey. When the latter agency was com
bined with the Weather Bureau on July 
13, 1965, to form the Environmental Sci
ence Services Administration, the com
missioned corps also became a part of 
ESSA. The Coast and Geodetic Survey is, 
incidentally, celebrating its 160th anni
versary this year. 

The ESSA commissioned corps plays 
an important role in the life of our Na
tion. Wherever the tasks of oceanograph
ic research and hydrographic surveys 
may take them, the corps mans the ships 
of the Goast and Geodetic Survey; at 
present, the U.S. Coast and Geodetic 
Survey ship Oceanographer is conduct· 
ing a global scientific expedition. 

The role of ESSA uniformed personnel 
is not, however, limited to the seas; some 
are engaged with land surveying parties 
of the Coast and Geodetic Survey in an 
effort to determine more accurately than 
ever-with the assistance of satellites
the exact shape of the earth while others 
serve as pilots of photogrammetric 
planes, contributing to the production 
of nautical and aeronautical charts. 

With the recent announcement by 
ESSA of the establishment of the nation
al oceanographic institute at Virginia 
Key in Florida, many members of the 
commissioned corps will take up posts 
there when the facility is completed in 
1969 or 1970. This pioneering venture 
in the study of the waters of the world 
has been cal!J.ed the deep-sea equivalent 
to the manned space flight center at 
Houston. 

The golden anniversary of the found
ing of the commissioned corps was cele
brated on Saturday evening, last, with a 

dinner-dance at the Officers' Club of the 
Washington Navy Yard. I know our col
leagues join me in congratulating the 
members of the commissioned corps, both 
past and present, on reaching this mile
stone. 

A Plea for Realism ·' 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, May 22, 1967 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, last Wednesday I joined with 
17 colleagues in support of the statement, 
"A Plea for Realism," issued by a bi
partisan group of 16 Senators. I want 
here to amplify some of my reasons for 
so doing, and some of my misgivings 
about the text of the statement. 

I share the view recently expressed by 
Secretary General U Thant that the 
present situation in Vietnam is perilously 
close to being the prelude to world war 
III. Our sole guarantee against such a 
prospect is reason and reflection. For 2 
years, I have urged such qualities upon 
the administration. Yet the escalation of 
the war has brought with it the erosion 
of restraint. Such an environment in
fects all who act within it. And thus we 
grow gradually more helpless, caught in 
a spiral of suspicion which ultimately is 
sustained on its own uncontrollable mo
mentum. This is the lesson taught by the 
"Guns of August," a more useful his
torical analogy for us today than the oft
cited example of Munich. 

Our plea yesterday, therefore, was at 
its roots, a plea for reflection-while that 
luxury is still ours to enjoy. 

I want to emphasize, however, that I 
do not hold to the view that the perse
verance of our adversaries somehow de
rives from their expectation of imminent 
American withdrawal. Men who have 
been at war, in one form or another, for 
20 years have far deeper reasons for per
sistence in their enterprise. Their com
mitment is rooted in the logic of post
colonial aspiration for independence 
from the West. Their energy is rein
forced' by faith in the rectitude of their 
cause. They do not bow because they 
fight in defense of their land, quickened 
by the conviction that it is they who are 
the object of aggression. 

No sensi'ble policy can ignore these 
factlors in order to ·attribute the per
severence of our adversaries to their 
total ignorance of our own political real
ities. OUr adVersaries are men of con
siderable political experience of sophis
tication. We ignore those qualities at our 
peril-the peril of miscalculation which 
is the midwife of disaster. 

I share, in short, the views expressed 
editorially by the New York Times to
day, which I include at this point in the 
RECORD: 

CoNCERN IN THE SENATE 

Alarm and anxiety over the growing in
tensity of the Vietnam war are behind the 
pleas and threats coming out of the United 
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States Senate in recent days. Sixteen Sena
tors, led by Frank Church, Idaho Democrat, 
yesterday sent a message to Hanoi saying 
'tib.at despite their criticism of President 
Johnson's policies they are against a with
drawal of American forces. They are on,ly 
the latest in a growing list of anguished and 
helpless onlookers. 

They see a larger, more costly and far 
more dangerous war developing. The other 
day five Senators joined Sherman Cooper, 
Republican of Kentucky, in warning Presi
dent Johnson that further increases in United 
States milltary activities in Vietnam might 
end any hope of a peaceful solution and 
could bring Communist China and the So
viet Union into the war. Senator Cooper of
fered a suggestion-which was not new-to 
confine bombing of North Vietnam to in
filtration routes. 

The sixteen Senators who yesterday sent 
a message to Hanoi are undoubtedly telling 
the Ho Chi Minh Government what it al
ready knows-that the United States has no 
intention of withdrawing from Vietnam. It 
is highly questionable that dissent in the 
United States, demonstrations against the 
war and criticisms of the Johnson Adminis
tration are fooling Hanoi, or that these 
manifestations of differing opinions in this 
country are the reasons for Hanoi's continu
ing to fight. Every qualified visitor to Hanoi 
in recent months bears witness to the sophis
tication of the North Vietnamese leaders, the 
adequacy of their information, and their de
termination. 

The Senators who are-quite rightly
showing such dismay over the escalating war 
in Vietnam have a good opportunity now 
to call emphatic attention to the one possi
blllty of opening peace negotiations-an un
conditional pause in the bombing of North 
Vietnam. 

Senators like Church, Cooper, Mansfield, 
Robert Kennedy, Fulbright, Morton, Aiken, 
Clark, Hatfield and others-Republicans and 
Democrats alike-are approaching despair, 
judging from their words and acts. But they 
might now all take the plunge together and 
say with Secretary General Thant and Pope 
Paul VI: stop the bombing of North Viet
nam. These Senators recognize the risk of 
war with China. That being the case, why not 
issue a joint call for the Johnson administra
tion to accept the lesser risk of a bombing 
pause? 

The time for such a plea is now. Next 
Tuesday, May 23, which is Buddha's birth
day, has been marked for a truce by both 
sides in the Vietnam war. On that day of 
peace, opportunity will again be knocking. 

Mr. Speaker, it may well be, however, 
that there are those on the other side 
whose erroneous analysis of American 
political realities reinforces more basic 
reasons for tenacity. It is thus not un
reasonable for us to seek to reduce the 
influence of such militant leaders even as 
we seek to reduce the influence of those 
American leaders whose selfsame wish
ful analysis of our adversaries leads them 
too to expect imminent victory. For the 
war in Vietnam is at the same time a war 
between restraint and passion for total 
victory. Each position has its advocates, 
here and among our adversaries. If mod
eration is to prevail between the two 
sides, then it must first prevail on each 
side. 

That conviction alone prompted me 
to join with my colleagues yesterday. I 
was not pleased, however, by the state
ment's implication that disagreement on 
tactics alone separates the administra
tion and its critics. Our differences, sad
ly, are fundamental. They relate to such 
issues as the nature of postcolonial, the 
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extent of Communist threat, the limits 
of American power and the priority of 
American responsibility, and, ultimately, 
the morality of force and violence as the 
vehicles for the export of the American 
dream. 

Let these disagreements not be mini
mized. They antedate Vietnam. And, 
they will continue beyond our tragic war 
in Southeast Asia. 

Nor was I happy with the suggestion 
that Hanoi alone bears responsibility 
for the current impasse in negotiations. 
We share that responsibility-among 
other reasons because of our refusal to 
cease bombing the North without prior 
evidence ·that infiltration is. curtailed. 

I want to be understood, finally, as 
opposing immediate total withdrawal~ 
rather than any such token withdrawal 
as may now or at some future time be 
useful as a gesture to further the pros
pect of negotiations. 

These reservations, however, do not 
override my conviction that the current 
tragedy of Vietnam must be resolved by 
realistic conciliation on both sides. The 
assignment of responsibility for the 
tragedy of the war will be made by 
history. But there is shared a common 
interest in assuring that history has the 
chance to make that judgment. Insofar 
as Americans can help secure that op
portunity they must do so in the exer
cise of the duties defined by their sta
tion as citizens of the United States. Our 
first preoccupation that is, must be with 
our own actions, our own policies, our 
own leaders. Yesterday, we chose briefly 
to call upon our adversaries to exercise 
the same restraint w~ expect of our own 
administration. I consider that act pru
dent and justified. I hope it will allow 
and stimulate more ·forthright congres
sional ~ction in pursuit of peace in Viet
nam. 

Government-Business Cooperation 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. AL ULLMAN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, May 22, 1967 

. Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, contribu
tions of the small, independent business
men to our cities and towns across the 
country are major factors in the U.S. 
historic development and in our con
tinuing social and economic growth. 

The dedication of millions of Ameri
cans with ideas is the key factor in the 
success of thousands of small firms who 
overcome great obstacles to see their 
ideas made a reality. 

I am happy to say that there are pro
grams available today from the Federal 
Government that help struggling small 
concerns in my Oregon district and in 
all congressional districts of our Nation. 

I refer, particularly, to the Small Busi
ness Administration which has developed 
new administrative programs and poli
cies that help to meet the pressing prob
lems faced by many small businesses, 
and at the same time help us to achieve 

national goals and objectives. The SBA 
should be commended for doing an out
standing job in promoting the welfare of 
small firms. 

The success of these SBA programs 
and the assistance they can give to a 
struggling small firm, is evidenced by 
the growth of a husband-wife firm that 
now has base distribution plants in five 
key communities in two States. 

Nineteen years ago in Nyssa, Oreg., Mr. 
and Mrs. Wilton Jackson realized a life
long ambition by purchasing a small re
tail business supplying liquefied petro
leum gas to a few scattered customers. 
Their own limited funds, plus a small 
loan from relatives, made this first busi
ness venture possible. 

At the time the Jacksons acquired the 
business in 1948, their entire assets con
sisted of 146 customers and a small in
ventory of service tanks. Today, the busi
ness grosses over a third of a million 
dollars and includes a loyal, associated 
dealer organization with distribution 
plants in five key communities within a 
75-mile radius. 

Growth for the new Jackson venture 
was slow at first, principally due to lack 
of working capital and the necessity of 
repaying borrowings out of limited earn
ings. It was 7 years before they could 
expand and add a branch outlet in 
Weiser, Idaho, another agricultural com
munity about 35 miles away. 

When natural gas came to the area, 
the Jacksons expanded their operations 
to retail a full line of gas appliances. 
However, the lack of adequate working 
capital caused problems until the Small 
Business Administration provided the 
Jacksons with a $40,000 loan. This added 
cash enabled the Jacksons to buy a sub.
stantial number of used gas tanks, as 
well as to expand the retail and gas serv
ice operation. Prior to this time, they 
had been selling tanks to customers and 
then servicing them with the liquid pe
troleum gas. After acquiring the new 
tanks, they began offering them on a 
lease basis. 

In 1959, the firm sold the Weiser con
cern, converting it to a dealership whole
sale outlet. Later dealers were estab
lished in Meridian and Homedale, Idaho, 
and Madras and Bend, Oreg. In each 
case, the Jacksons have invested, along 
with the dealers and, in addition, supplied 
management counseling to help the new 
dealers become firmly established. 

By this time, further expansion capital 
was needed for rental tanks, service 
trucks, buildings, and facilities. Another 
SBA loan for $110,000 was negotiated to 
provide the needed capital. 

Today, the Ideal Gas & Appliance Co. 
is recognized as a stable and growing 
business in Treasure Valley. There seems 
to be little doubt that this profitable busi
ness will continue to grow. 

In spite of their success, both Mr. and 
Mrs. Jackson have continued to devote 
long hours to their business. They have 
reinvested their profits into plans for new 
dealers, new customers, and new services 
for loyal customers who account for their 
over one-third million dollars annual 
volume. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this case clearly 
illustrates the team concept which Con-
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gress has advocated · for Government
business cooperation. This joint effort 
unites Federal resources with private 
enterprise to create new jobs, expand 
existing businesses and provide commu
nities with new products and services. 

• ---------------~ I 

Commemoration of Cuban Independence 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DANTE B. FASCELL 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, May 22, 1967 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker
Government of the people, by the people, 

for the people, whose just powers are derived 
from the consent of the governed; a democ
racy in a repUblic, . . . established upon 
those principles of freedom, equality, justice 
and humanity for which Amepcan patriots 
sacrificed their lives and fortunes. 

These great words were written in 1917 
by William Tyler Page, then Clerk of this 
great body. They were adopted by the 
House of Representatives as the Ameri
can's creed. They embody the political 
faith of our own great Nation and indeed, 
the standard by which the democratic 
governments of the world community 
live. 

On May 20, 1902, 65 years ago last Sat
urday, the U.S. provisional government in 
Cuba withdrew, and the free Cuban Re· 
public came into being. Its Constitution 
was based on these same principles, prin
ciples for which Cuban patriots also sac
rificed their lives and fortunes. The 
Cuban Constitution was one with our own 
in that it preserved human dignity, guar
anteed individual liberties, and stood for 
the right of all men to be free. 

This anniversary of Cuban independ
ence day is wrought with sorrow, the sor
row of the CUban people today enslaved 
by Castro's Communist regime, and the 
sorrow of the freedom-loving people of 
the entire world, who share the agony of 
the tormented citizens of that island na
tion. In Cuba today, there is no freedom, 
and government is by consent of a select 
few. who rule the masses with an iron 
fist. 

Fidel Castro, who would have the 
world believe that he is a loyal CUban 
and champion of human rights, is in 
truth a brutal dictator. He has prostrated 
Cuban nationalism to embrace the most 
violent Communist dictums. Instead of 
safeguarding the rights of CUban citi· 
zens, his government treacherously 
usurps them, and strikes terror in the 
hearts of the people. The American peo
ple have only to listen to the tragic 
stories related by CUban refugees who 
have abandoned everything to seek 
sanctuary under a democratic govern
ment. Thousands have tied to Miami in 
my own congressional district; still more 
have arrived in other U.S. cities. Fidel 
Castro's "promised land" is a tragic 
farce, and the inhumane COJlditions by 
which he ruies are an affront to the 
dignity of mankind everywhere. 

Mr. Speaker, the sorrowing Cuban 
refugees in our country look to us to give 

them strength, support, and understand
ing. They have forsaken a government 
which no human being can live by. Our 
American-experience has enabled us to 
comprehend the desire of every man to 
dwell in a sovereign nation, to partici
pate in public affairs and to join with his 
neighbor in democratically determining 
his own government. Now is the time for 
the people of the United States, and for 
free men all over the world to pledge 
their support of true Cuban independ
ence. To the suffering CUban refugees 
among us and to the enslaved people of 
t:he CUban nation, we extend our deepest 
friendship and heartfelt sympathy. We 
have faith in you. We honor the devoted 
patriots who endured such great hard
ship to lead your people to liberty. We 
salute the brave people who make up 
your heritage, people like yourselves, 
whose dauntless determination to 
achieve self-government, government by 
the consent of the governed, triumphed 
over tremendous obstacles and repeated 
defeat at the hands of more powerful 
forces. It is our firm hope that you will 
rise up against the bonds which rob you 
of your liberty and renew the fighting 
spirit which won you your sovereignty 
65 years ago. We urge you to rededicate 
yourselv.es to the cause of freedom. Only 
when the reins of CUban Government 
are restored to the hands of the people, 
all of the people, will your beloved land 
flourish, and will Cubans of today and 
all generations to come face the future 
with pride and dignity. 

SBA Loan and Advice Help Salem, Oreg., 
Businessman 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. AL ULLMAN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, May 22, 1967 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, the role 
of the Small Business Administration in 
assisting the growth of our free enter
prise econoncy is well known to many of 
the Members of this House. 

The program of Administrator Ber
nard L. Boutin to achieve greater· 'use 
of SBA guarantees by banks and greater 
bank participation in small business 
loans is showing results throughout our 
country. For instance, in January, 72 per
cent of the business loans approved by 
the SBA were either guaranteed loans or 
loans made with bank participation. To 
appreciate the magnitude of their as
sistance to our economy, during the first 
7 months of this fiscal year SBA ap
proved nearly 4,000 loans to small firms 
totaling $175 million. 

Mr. William T. J. Foster of Salem, 
Oreg., is a successful businessman in 
my congressional district, who has prof
ited from SBA financial and professional 
assistance. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
bring Mr. Foster's experience to the at-
tention of the Congress. . 

For several year, Mr. Foster was a suc
cessful homebuilder. As a sideline he be
gan building furniture, TV tables, and 

bookshelves · in a small shop behind his 
home. Later he invested his savings in a 
small facto.ry building and began to pro
duce furniture on a larger scale. 

Finally, he branched out into what was 
to be his specialty, the manufacture of 
wrought iron lawn furniture and orna
ments. He called his shop the Little Iron 
Works. 

Like many small businessmen, Mr. 
Foster had a solid technical foundation. 
He had no ditnculty in designing and 
manufacturing quality products that 
were in demand. 

In 1962, Mr. Foster visited SBA's of
fice in Portland. Despite his diligent 
work, his business was showing little 
profit. To the SBA financial specialist 
who consulted· with him the trouble was 
readily apparent. He needed to install 
a cost accounting system in order to 
lower costs and increase sales. 

SBA took positive steps to give him 
the assistance he needed. An SBA loan 
for $25,000 was approved so he could 
purchase machinery and equipment, 
build up his inventory of raw materials, 
and have adequate working capital. 

SBA specialists in management out
lined for Mr. Foster an intensive ad
vertising campaign and showed him how 
to establish a market for the new prod
ucts he was offering. 

With SBA's help, Mr. Foster installed 
an effective accounting system. Foster 
visited other wrought iron factories 
around the country to learn how they 
operated. This convinced him that he 
needed a retail outlet in a large city. 
Accordingly, he opened a retail store in 
Portland which his wife helps him 
operate. 

In less than 2 years, this small firm's 
sales doubled-and they are still increas
ing at a healthy rate. The firm's assets 
have tripled since SBA's assistance. 

Today Mr. Foster has 11 persons on his 
payroll in addition to his wife and him
self. In 1962 he had only two employees. 

This is the kind of help SBA gives to 
enterprising small businessmen. It 
backed this small businessman's venture 
with a $25,000 loan and followed up with 
pa-actical, effective management guid
ance. This SBA loan is being repaid with 
interest, and this business is definitely 
an asset to the communities in which, he 
operates. . 

Mr. Speaker, I commend ·Mr. Foster 
for his foresight and indtistry and the 
Small Business Administration for their 
managerial and financial assistance in 
deve}oping the _Little Iron Works of 
Salem, Oreg. 

( . 

·Representative Jack Edwards Hits Nail oa 
Head in Speech to Mobile Propeller Club 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. THOMAS M. PELLY 
o• WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, May 22, 1967 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, one of our 
colleagues, JACK EDWARDS, WhO SO ably 
serves the First Congressional District of 
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Alabama, recently made a notable con
tribution toward better understanding of 
the sad situation that confronts the 
American merchant marine. In an ad
dress to the Port of Mobile Propeller 
Club, on the occasion of the 1967 annual 
celebration of Maritime Day, Mr. Ed
wards said some things about the admin
istration's lack of maritime policy that 
needed saying. 

For the benefit of Members of this 
House who may wish to obtain a pene
trating summary of the facts about the 
present status to of our once great Amer
ican-flag service, I suggest they can do 
no better than to take a few minutes to 
read the following remarks which in my 
vlew hit the nail right on the head: ·, 
SPEECH OF HoN. JACK EDWARDS, THE PRO-

PELLER CLUB, PORT OF MOBILE, ANNUAL 
MARITIME DAY BANQUET, MOBILE COUNTRY 
CLUB, MAY 19, 1967 
Our observance of Maritime Day this ·year 

comes against the backdrop of continuing 
and increasing concern over the future 
course of United States Merchant Marine 
policy. 

There is nothing I would like better than 
to stand up here tonight and tell you that 
a Merchant Marine policy is being written 
in Washington today, or even to tell you 
that the overall Merchant Marine problem is 
being given the kind of priority attention in 
the Administration that many of us believe 
it ought to have. 

But unfortunately we seem to be con
tinuing along in the same kind of drift that 
I first merutioned in 1the House of Represent
ativ·es in w .aahlngton 'two years a.go. So far 
as Merchant Marine policy is concerned we 
are drifting without a rudder, and we are 
going to be thrown up on the rocks Wlless 
something is done about it fairly soon. 

The situation was exposed in all its stark 
reality on the first of this month when Sec
retary of Transportation Alan Boyd appeared 
at a Senate Committee hearing to tell about 
Merchant Marine policy. His appearance was 
thought to be important because for many 
weeks we had been hearing reports that the 
Administra tlon was going to make a series of 
new recomtnendations which would amount 
to a policy at long last: a policy for rebuild
ing the strength of the U.S. merchant fleet. 

But Mr. Boyd made it very clear in his 
remarks that he was not proposing an Ad
ministration policy. He said he had some 
id,eas about w:hat might be done, but he 
carefully said that his ideas were not the 
policy of the Johnson Administration and, 
in fact, he had not asked the President to 
approve his proposals: 

One of the main points in the plan Boyd 
talked about was to allow U.S. shipowners 
to acquire some ships out of foreign ship
yards without losing the full domestic rights 
accorded to ships built in U.S. yards. 

At the same time the subsidized. · progtam 
for the construction of new ships in U.S. 
yards would be increased. Other innovations 
would also be introduced. For example, new 
bulk carriers would be given operating sub
sidies, the cargo preference program would 
be retained but made to operate more effi
ciently, and a program for increased use of 
nuclear-powered ships would be adopted. 

Each one of these proposals, and the others 
he mentioned, would be opposed by someone. 
My own opinion is, however, that Mr. Boyd's 
plan should be given some thought. It 
should not be thrown out automatically. 
The problem is of such magnitude that we 
need all the ideas that we can get. I am 
willing to consider any reasonable proposal 
in an effort to find the answer to this press
ing problem: 

However, there is an organizational strug
gle going on in Washington that we should 

know about as a sidelight to this whole mat
ter of Merchant Marine policy. Mr. Boyd is 
the Secretary of the new Department of 
Transporta.tion. He ap.d his department really 
do not have the responsibility for the Mer
chant Marine at all. The Maritime Adminis
tration is in the Department of Commerce, 
and under ordinary circumstances, it would 
seem, any policy discussions would come 
from that Department. 

To present the reason for this odd situa
tion it is necessary 100 give just a.11Jttle ·back
ground that many of you may know. 

Some months ago when President Johnson 
recomtnended setting up the new Depart
ment of Transportation he said he wanted 
the Maritime Administration to be taken 
out of the Commerce Department and put 
into the new Transportation Department. 
But when the House of Representatives ap
proved the .Transportation Department bill, 
we voted to keep the Maritime Administra
tion out of the new department. And the 
law as enacted did retain the Maritime Ad
ministration in the Comtnerce Department. 
I worked for this objective. 

We thought it was necessary to do this in 
order to achieve what we want as the final 
result--namely a Maritime Administration 
independent of any parent cabinet-level de
partment--a Maritime Administration as an 
independent agency. We believe •that ·this is a 
needed first step in giving the Merchant 
Marine the kind of priority for attention in 
Washington that it must have. We don't 
want to see it lost in the bureaucratic jungles 
of any larger government agency. 

And so far this year in the House of 
Representatives there are some 100 bills in 
the hopper providing for establishment of 
the Maritime Administration as an Independ
ent Agency. 

However, the Democratic leadership of the 
Congress has not yet scheduled any action on 
the bills. The Johnson Administration still 
badly wants the Maritime group in the 
Transportation Department. The fact that 
the Secretary. of the Transportation Depart
ment is now :making announcements of plans 
on maritime programs is simply an.indication 
that the White House is going ahead and act
ing as though its Wish were accomplished. 
One of the points Mr. Boyd laid out in his 
program May 1 was that the Maritime Ad
ministration should be brought into his De
partment of Transportation after all. 

You have heard something about Lyndon 
Johnson's approach to Government, and I 
want to tell you it's probably true what you 
have heard. There. are some who say that if 
Lyndon Johnson thought. the sun shouldn't 
come up in the morning, and then if it came 
up anyway, right on time, he'd act as though . 
it didn't come up and demand that everyone. 
around him act the same way. And there are 
a lot of people in Washington these days who 
look at the troubles Lyndon is having at 
home and abroad, and they guess that he 
must be hoping every night that the sun 
won't come up the next day. 

But in any case it Will be interesting to all . 
of us to watch and see what happens in this 
in-fighting over the Maritime Administra
tion. For the time being it is in the Com
merce Department where it has been for 
many years. But if you think any new ideas 
or initiatives are coming from that Depart
ment, consider that Lyndon Johnson has not 
yet named a successor to Former Secretary 
of Commerce John Connor who left the po
sition February 1. And consider also, amazing 
as it is, that the Maritime Administration 
itself has no real head. The former admin
istrator, Nicholas Johnson, left there July 1, 
1966, and no successor has been named. 

So Alan Boyd as Secretary of the Depart
ment of Transportation, a man whose ex
perience has been ~n air transportation, is 
the closest we have to a government execu
tive thinking about merchant fieet policy. 
And his Department is not even charged With 
this responsibility. This sad situation cannot 

go on much longer. Either rthe Marttime Ad
ministration Will be transferred to the De
partment of Transportation, or it Will . be 
made independent, or conceivably some other 
arrangement will be made. But it is impera
tive that things get straightened out so that 
we can solve some of the extremely serious 
problems of the merchant fleet. 

The U.S. Merchant Marine faces deep trou
ble today. 

·The Johnson Administration's approach to 
U.S. merchant marine problems has shown 
an almost total lack of understanding of the 
serious and groWing deficiency of our mer
chant shipping capacity in relation to that 
of other maritime nations and in relation to 
our shipping needs. 

In 20 years, the U.S. has fallen from a su
preme maritime power to a third-rate status. 
In the same period, Russia has grown from 
virtually no merchant fleet at all to a point 
at which she challenges all comers for control 
of the world's se~ trade. 

At the end of Word War II, the U.S. had 
a fleet of about 5,000 merchant ships, nearly 
all less than 3 years old. Today we have 
bl;lorely more than 1,000, and of these about 
800 are more than 20 years old. 

Russia today has more than 1,400 merchant 
ships afloat, and they are nearly all modern 
ships. T!leir buildlJ:!g program is still going 
at full speed. Russia is building about 8 new 
merchant ships for every one we build. 

Russian government spending on her mer
chant marine 1s rising swiftly while ours de
clines. In 1965 Russia spent more than $600 
million while we spent less than $150 million. 
This year Russia is spending an estimated 
blll~on dollars while we are spending about 
$106 milUon. ,. 

Russia's fieet carries about 75 percent of 
her foreign commerce. And although the 
United States leads the world in total trade 
With other countries, our merchant fieet 
carries less than 8 percent of that trade. 

Thirteen years ago very few of us would 
have predicted the spectacular rise of the 
Soviet merchant marine. It has been done 
without boasting. Their effort began in 
earnest in 1953 with a five year plan for ves
sel construction of an extent rarely seen any
where except by nations at war. By 1965 they 
had increased their merchant fleet strength 
by 175 percent. Their aim was to increase 
their shipping capacity to the point where it 
could carry a substantial part of its own 
commerce and also have an influence in the 
trade routes of the world. 

Today the Soviet Union leads the United 
States in total number of active vessels 
afloat, and is only slightly behind us in total 
tonnage. And Russia's construction of new 
ships continues at a rapid pace while ours 
drifts along almost aimlessly. 

Russia is building ships, and having the 
East Germans and others build them for her, 
not merely to provide ·jobs. Her merchant 
fleet program has well-defined political and 
economic objectives. 

Politically, Russ'ia wants ships to support 
its political goals in any part of the globe, 
and I refer specifically to the massive sh1P,
ments of goods to North Vietnam today, and 
also to her trade with · Cuba. Should Com
munist infiltration and agitation result in 
new "Wars of Liberation" anywhere else, we 
know that Russia will want to supply them 
with arms and other goods. In her eyes there 
probably is nothing more important than 
her capab111ty to meet the logistics demands 
of Communist fighting forces. 

Economically the Russians want a strong 
merchant marine as a tool with which to in
fluence world markets. They have already 
been able to undercut some European com
petition and so have moved into control of 
some freight rates. We can safely predict that 
these efforts will be expanded in the future. 

bur United States merchant fieet today is 
a national disgrace; 70 percent of our sihips 
are 20 years old or older and will be due for 
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layup within five years. We rank only 14th 
in shipbuilding. Even Poland is building 
more merchant ships than we are. And all of 
this in spite of the fact that we are the only 
nation blessed with excellent warm water 
ports on three major and long coastlines. 

Of course, it was not supposed to be this 
way at all. The Merchant Marine Act of 1936 
stated very clearly a declaration of policy 
that our Merchant Marine must be a partner 
in our national defense structure, that we 
must have the best and safest ships, so that 
the U.S. merchant fleet can not only meet 
normal shipping needs but also serve as a 
naval and military auxiliary in times of na
tional emergency. 

It was along about 1961 and 1962 when 
anyone first became concerned that we were 
falling from that kind of attention to our 
merchant fleet strength and that Russia 
was moving in. In 1963 the Russians built 
115 new ships while we built 31. · 

President Kennedy ordered a full scale 
study to be made. And the study was made, 
but nothing ever came of it. Then again in 
January of 196'5 President Johnson prom
i·sed a new policy for the merchant marine. 
But, of course, we have no new policy, and 
none has been formally recommended. 

Last year, in one East German shipyard 
alone, the Warnow Works at Rostock, they 
built 12 freighters for Russia. 

In contrast with that, the new LBJ budget 
plans of this year first provided for 13 new 
ships. The figure has now been jumped to 
15, partly in an effort to quiet some of us 
down, but this is still far inadequate to catch 
up with our needs. To meet the demands of 
shipping supplies to Vietnam many of the 
old Liberty ships have been taken out of 
the mothball fleet, as you know. But this is 
no substitute for a modern merchant ma
rine, and everyone knows it. 

The overall problem was summed up 
rather well in an editorial of the Journal 
of Commerce recently. It said this, and I 
quote: 

"It is one thing to attempt enticing the 
shipping industry into the new Department 
of Transportation with vague promises of 
a totally new policy. It is quite another to 
display by current actions a curious indif
ference to the probl-ems of merchant ship
ping and to indicate--when discussing the 
subject at all-not what ought to be done, 
but what the Administration is unwilling 
to do or keep on doing." 

One of the strange aspects of Adminis
tration behavior in merchant marine mat
ters is with regard to nuclear power. The 
nuclear-powered ship Savannah was put 
into service in 1963 as the result of for
ward thinking during the Eisenhower Ad
ministration. This was an experiment into a 
brand new field of merchant shipping pro
pulsion. The ship has vLsited many ports 
of this country, including Mobile. It has 
proven for the first time anywhere, that a 
nuclear-powered cargo ship can operate over 
long <listances and long periods of time safe
ly and successfully. It is still the world's 
only ship of i~ kind. But lo and behold, in 
LBJ's budget ~resented in January of this 
year was a small item call1ng for laying up 
the ship-taking it out of service entirely. 
The reason given was to save money. But 
while it costs about $3 mlllion to operate the 
ship for a year, it could cost as much as $9 
million to lay it up, with the attention that 
must be given to the nuclear equipment. 

The date on which the ship is due for 
lay up is August 1 of this year. However, 
some of us in Congress have proposed that 
the ship be used for a goodwlll visit to areas 
of the world it has never been-to Asia, for 
example. I am hopeful that this will come 
about, and that when it does the Administra
tion wm come to see the great value to us 
in keeping the Savannah in operation-for 
just what it was intended-a demonstration 
to the world of a successful and peaceful 

use of nuclear power, and as an experiment 
in merchant shipping which surely has great 
significance for the future. 

So far as anyone knows, President Johnson 
is sticking by his decision to lay up the 
Savannah on August 1. However, on May 1, 
when Secretary Boyd made his merchant 
marine proposals, he included a suggestion 
for a new nuclear !hip program. But, ladies 
and gentlemen, he said absolutely nothing 
about the Savannahl-the one ship that can 
provide the training for crewmen on future 
nuclear ships, the ship that has opened the 
ports of the world to nuclear shipping, the 
ship that has so much left to do if it is 
to serve its original purpose. 

So now everyone must ask what is hap
pening, if anything. Does the Administra
tion plan to lay up the Savannah and build 
new nuclear ships? Does it plan to keep the 
Savannah after all? Is all the talk just win
dow dressing for something else? Or is the 
Administration hopelessly at odds with it
self, without any plan at all, and with people 
just making statements out of the blue sky? 
Nobody knows for sure. 

But there are some things we do know for 
sure. Those Russian SAM missiles being fired 
on our planes over Vietnam got there on 
Russian merchant ships. The food and the 
guns and the oil and other vital materials 
are going into Haiphong on Russian mer
chant ships. 

The Vietnam war would be over today if 
it weren't for Russian merchant ships. The 
railroad across China, and airplane capacity 
across the same distance, could not supply 
North Vietnam adequately. It is Russia's mer
chant shipping capacity whioh makes 11t pos
sible for supplies to reach the Communist 
Vietnamese. 

Meanwhile our shipping is strained to the 
limit to supply our own men in South Viet
nam. We have to depend on foreign flag 
ships. Or, many tons of goods are being flown 
over instead of shipped for the lack of ship
ping capacity-and of course the cost of get
ting it there is greatly increased. 

If we had to supply another m111tary and 
economic effort on a substantial scale any
where else in the world we simply could not 
do it. 

These facts have yet to be understood in 
their full significance by either the American 
people or the Johnson Administration. And, 
of course, we have to understand them before 
we can face up to them and provide some 
remedies. 

You see, the underlying problem is that 
while the Administration is unable or un
willing to come up with a realistic policy, it 
is likewise unwilling to consider suggestions 
from those in Congress who have a particular 
expertise in this field. Well, we are working 
on a new policy anyway. We insist on a strong 
Merchant Marine. 

The time is not now-the time has passed. 
We have already reached the crisis stage. The 
powers that be in the White House have slept 
on this problem too long. I say it is time to 
wake them up with a jolt-now. With your 
encouragement and support, we will succeed. 

Land Reform in South Vietnam 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. AL ULLMAN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, May 22, 1967 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, the war 
in Vietnam is the most important issue 
facing this Nation. The military aspects 
have generated a great deal of public 

discussion and debate. This is natural be
cause our efforts have been directed pri
marily to achieving the military objec
tive of halting armed Communist aggres
sion. But unless greater consideration is 
given to the economic and political de
velopment of South Vietnam, military 
successes will not bring about the long
range economic stability and political 
self-determination we seek for thP. Viet
namese people. 

One of the specific problems which 
concerns me greatly and which deserves 
our immediate attention is the low prior
ity assigned to the land reform program 
in the rural areas of South Vietnam. Al
though the United States will spend over 
$25 billion on the Vietnamese war this 
year, land reform has been allocated only 
$700,000, with an additional $800,000 for 
a related aerial land surveying project. 
Since 1954, we have provided less than 
$5.1 million for a program that may well 
prove to be the key to our success or 
failure in Vietnam. 

When such a small share of our com
mitted resources is allocated to land re
form, it cannot be successfully pursued. 
A look at agricultural conditions in 
South Vietnam indicates the need for an 
immediate reevaluation of the program's 
importance in achieving a lasting peace 
in Vietnam. I, therefore, urge that Con
gress fully examine the current program 
and that the administration reconsider 
the low priority status heretofore as
signed to the land reform program. 

Even with the substantial population 
migration from the countryside to the 
provincial capitals and to Saigon, the 
rural people still comprise over 80 per
cent of Vietnam's population. It there
fore follows that a program which les
sens the serious land tenure abuses and 
increases rural living standards by in
creasing agricultural productivity and 
income and which promotes economic 
self-sufficiency is essential for establish
ing a stable economy and political unity. 

Present land distribution policy in 
South Vietnam is based on an ordinance 
issued in 1956 which limited the amount 
of rice lands that could be held by one 
owner to about 246 acres. Since the ini
tiation of the ordinance nearly 615,000 
acres have been redistributed to almost 
116,000 farmers. After over 10 years, 
however, the program is not finished. One 
million additional acres that were in- · 
eluded in the original program remain 
undistributed. 

The present status of these lands is as 
follows: 

Squatter-occupied state lands: 250,-
000 acres. 

Former French holdings: 250,000 
acres. 

Land taken by President Diem from 
large landowners: 155,000 acres. 

Land development center lands: 333,-
000 acres. 

These lands, along with the 615,000 
acres of previously distributed lands, 
comprise only 1.6 million of the 8.6 mil
lion total acres of cultivatable land in 
South Vietnam. 

The remaining 7 million cultivatable 
acres also are undistributed and present 
a major problem requiring a solution as 
quickly as conditions permit. It is diffi-
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cult to affix a number to the acres still 
dominated by the Vietcong because of 
the fluidity of their movement, but best 
sources would pace it in the vicinity of 
3,000,000 acres. Excluding this area, 
some 4,000,000 cultivatable acres remain 
in the hands of large landlords. 

These holdings, as noted, are limited 
to 246 acres per individual by the ordi
nance of 1956. But the spirit of this law 
is being broken by wealthy landowners 
who transfer titles to relatives but main
tain personal control. Farm experts in 
Vietnam estimate that the winter rice 
harvest on a 246-acre farm is worth be
tween $15,000 and $20,000, which is a 
large amount of money in South Viet
nam. Therefore, even without the pre
vailing practice of transferring title to 
family members, a very unequal distri
bution of agricultural wealth exists. 

In addition to transfer of land title, a 
prog,ram to improve the rental policy was 
also initiated. In September 1965 com
petitive bidding for rental of village
owned lands was ended to curb the ex
orbitant rentals which went as high as 
50 percent of the annual crop value. A 
ceiling of 25 percent of the value of the 
principal crop was placed on all land 
rentals. In addition, the tenants were 
exempted from paying back rents which 
accrued during periods of Vietcong 
threat or domination of the land. 

Recent indications are that these rent 
ceilings are again being violated with 
tenants paying between 30 to 50 percent 
of their annual crop to the landlords. 

A reexamination would therefore seem 
to be in order in these areas: 

Determining violations of the rent 
ceilings pegged by law at 25 percent of 
the principal-crop value. 

Violations of the 246-acre ownership 
maximum per individual through title 
transfer to family members. 

A speed up in the distribution of titles 
to land held by the South Vietnamese 
Government which now lies in secure 
areas. 

The accomplishment of these goals re
quires a greater level ef financial sup
port, encouragement, and advice from 
the United States. 

In conclusion, a reference to the land 
reform programs df Japan and Taiwan, 
often pointed to as models, presents in
teresting examples of what might be 
possible in South Vietnam. These coun
tries limit individual landholdings for 
agricultural purposes to 10 acres. Farm 
experts in South Vietnam estimate that 
if every average five-member farm fam
ily in South Vietnam were given 10 
acres, it would be possible to eliminate 
tenant farming completely. 

Even now in the Mekong Delta, 50 
percent of the peasantty are completely 
landless, and 80 percent rent all but a 
small part of their ricelartds. These sta
tistics indicate the great need for land 
reform in only one agricultural area of 
South Vietnam. Although not to the 
same degree, the same general condi
tions prevail in the rest of the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the adminis
tration will provide a much higher per
centage of AID funds and skilled man
power for this program in the future, 
and I urge we do so as quickly as effi-

cient expansion permits. Only by taking 
immediate positive action on the very 
basic problem of land reform can this 
country help to provide the foundations 
for economic and political stability in 
South Vietnam. 

Halt the Flood of Textile Imports 
Reaching the United States 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BASIL L. WHITENER 
OF NORTH CAROL~A 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, May 22, 1967 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, those 
of us who have consistently urged the 
Government to take positive action to 
halt the flood of textile imports reach
ing the United States have been follow
ing the Kennedy round of trade nego
tiations at Geneva with particular in
terest. The information we have been 
able to receive concerning textile tariff 
concessions made by the American trade 
negotiators offers little hope that relief 
can be secured at Geneva for the domes
tic textile industry. 

On May 19, 1967, I spoke before the 
Fiber Buyers Division of the North 
Carolina Textile Manufacturers As
sociation at Asheville, N.C. In my talk, I 
voiced my concern over the action taken 
at Geneva. I hope that the Congress will 
reassert its constitutional prerogative in 
the regulation of our foreign trade. I in
sert the speech in the RE'coRn: 
ADDRESS BY BASIL L. WHITENER, - MEMBER OF 

CONGRESS, BEFORE FmER BUYERS DIVISION 
OF NORTH CAROLINA TEXTILE MANUFAC
TURERS AssociATION, AsHEVILLE, N.C., MAY 
19, 1967 
I am delighted to be With you this morning 

and to have the privilege of talking for a few 
moments about the textile industry. As one 
who was reared in a textile community, 
worked in textile plants, and has been ex
tremely_ interested in the welfare of the tex
tile industry all of his life, I am always de
lighted to meet with people who share my 
concern over, and interest in, the future of 
the domestic textile industry. 

We meet this morning during a period 
which I believe is very critical in the history 
of the textile manufacturing industry. As 
all of you know from speeches I have made in 
the House of Representatives and before tex
tile groups, I have expressed my concern dur
ing the years I have been in the Congress 
over the effect that textile imports are hav
ing upon Job opportunities in the textile 
industry. 

In the beginning there were only a few 
of us in the Congress whq could see the in
herent danger to the textile industry posed 
by mounting textile imports and the free 
trade theories of bureaucrats in executive 
departments. -

As far back as 1957 I warned my colleagues 
in the House that unless the Congress took 
positive action in regaining control over the 
trade structure of the United StateS' the do
mestic textile industry and other basic in
dustries necessary to the national security of 
the Nation and the economic well-being of 
our people would be threatened, and, in 
many instances, destroyed. 

In those days there were few who would 
listen to us. As textile imports rose in ever-

increasing amounts and as the steel, glass, 
ceramics, leather, automobile, rubber, brass, 
bronze, timber, and numerous agriculturally
oriented industries began to feel the disas
trous impact of excessive imports, we who 
believe in protection for basic American in
dustry began to have more supporters. 

Unfortunately, however, there have not 
been enough of us in the Congress and in 
the executive departments to turn the tide. 
It has always been my feeling that when
ever we tamper with tested constitutional 
and congressional principles of government 
that have proved effective through many 
years, we invite trouble. 

I strongly feel that the experience we have 
had under the Reciprocal Trade Agreements: 
Act and subsequent long term negotiated 
trade agreements with foreign governments 
is a case in point. 

Prior to the adoption of the Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements Act in 1934 the Congress 
exercised its constitutional function in reg
ulating the tariff and trade policies of the 
Nation. 

With the adoption of the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act of 1934 this function, in 
which the economic survival of the Nation is 
involved, was delegated to the President and, 
of course, by him to be ad.niinistered by the 
Executive Departments. 

The late great Cordell Hull is the father 
of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act. He 
did not realize, however, that his plan of ne
gotiated trade agreements by which the econ
omy of the United States would be strength
ened would ultimately result in a one-way 
street down which the job opportunities of 
the American people would be transferred 
overseas. 

I voted against the extension 6f the Trade 
Agreements Act in 1962, and when ft comes 
up for renewal this year I will vote against 
it again. In 'the light of the recent Kennedy 
Round trade negotiations at deneva I feel 
we will have many more converts in the Con
gress this year to the proposition that the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act should be 
repealed and the Congress again assume the 
dominant role in the formation of tariffs and 
trade policy. 

When the Trade Agreements Act of 1934 
was enacted, the United States had a manu
facturing 'monopoly in many industrial com
modities. Nearly every nation in the world 
looked to the United States for industrial 
products. 

With improved economic conditions abroad, 
in many instances made possible by American 
foreign aid dollars, and with the general eco
nomic revolution that has taken place in the 
Nation since World Wax II, the foreign trade 
picture has drastically changed since ~he 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act was en
acted. The nations to whom we formerly 
sold are now nations with a surplus of prod
ucts. They are hungry for markets. This is 
particularly true With reference to textiles. 

All of us have been watching very closely 
the so-oalled Kennedy Round trade agree
ment negotiations which have been underway 
at Geneva and wh1ch must be concluded by 
June 30, 1967. There were many who had high 
hopes that in view of the appru:en:t unfavor
able economic conditions prevail1ng in the 
textile industry by reason of excessive im
ports the domestic textile industry would 
secure some relief at Geneva. In all frankness, 
I must say tha~t I was not one of those who 
expected relief from Geneva. 

While the exact figures in all categories 
have not been made available to us in the 
Congress, the reports that we have been able 
to secure indicate that once again the Ameri
can textile industry has been struck a 
d.lsastrous blow. 

The negotiators representing the European 
economic community and other nations not 
a part of the European group came away the 
victors, particula:rly With ref.erence to textiles. 
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I understand that as a result of the agree

ments reached at Geneva we can expect tariff 
cuts of an average of 20% on cotton products 
and 13% on man-made fiber products. There 
will also be a 3 year extension of the Long 
Term Agreement on cotton textiles. It is my 
further understanding that we can expect a 
substantially greater tariff cut on the imports 
of man-made fibers and yarn. 

This action was taken and apparently ac
ceded to by our United States negotiators at 
Geneva in the face of declining employment 
in the domestic textile industry and an in
crease in textile imports which stagger the 
imagination. 

957,000 Americans were employed in textile 
plants in June, 1966. In April, 1967, employ
ment had declined to 935,000 textile em
ployees. This was 6,000 less people employed 
in textile mms than in March of 1967, 7,000 
less than in February of 1967, and 15,000 less 
than in April of 1966. In fact, there has been 
a steady decline in textile employment since 
early fall of 1966. At the same time textile 
imports have reached the highest level in the 
history of the Natton. 

Statistics released by the United States 
Department of Agriculture on Aprll 28 for 
the first six months of the last year of the 
5-year Long Term Textile Agreement indicate 
that cotton imports have increased by 11.3% 
to 857 m1llion square yards. 

When the Long Term Agreement was 
formulated, !both dndustry and government 
representatives agreed that the annual rate 
of textile imports would amount to ap
proximately 5% . However, the rate of increase 
for this year alone is already 11.3% over 
that of last year. 

It is astounding to realize that the imports 
of cotton textiles have increased 112% from 
the 1961 base year of the International Cot
ton Textile Agreement. Information released 
recently by the Department of Commerce in
dicates further that for the first half of the 
current Long Term Agreement period imports 
for all product categories, except apparel, 
have substantially increased. 

61% of these imports have come from five 
countries-Hong Kong, Japan, Mexico, India, 
and Portugal. Every one of these countries 
is a cheap-labor country. It is impossible for 
American mills to compete with the cheap 
labor of these countries. The present rate of 
textile imports from cheap labor nations is 
the equivalent of approximately 200,000 
American jobs. . 

It is extremely difficult to one who looks 
at the international trade picture with a 
realistic view to understand how the United 
States can acquiesce in such a tremendous 
loss of jobs, with the resulting Federal, state, 
and local tax revenue losses. It is equally hard 
for a person concerned over the national se
curity of hls country to comprehend how the 
United States can be a party to the destruc-

SENATE 
TuESDAY, MAY 23, 1967 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the President 
pro tempore. 

Rabbi Herbert W. Bomzer, Young 
Israel of Ocean Parkway, Brooklyn, N.Y., 
offered the following prayer: 

Turn Thee towards me, and be gra
cious unto me, as is Thy wont to do unto 
those that love Thy name.-Psalms 119: 
132. 

Sovereign of the Universe, Thou hast 
granted us freedom to love Thy name and 
follow Thy divine attributes of loving 
kindness and mercy. We pray that we 
may fulfill Thy will, thus making us 
worthy of Thy presence among us. 

tion of an industry which the Office of De
fense Mobilization and the Department of 
Defense have deemed absolutely essential to 
the survival of the Nation in a national 
emergency. 

The man-made fiber industry is also in a 
perilous condition by reason of inordinate 
imports. The United States had a favorable 
balance of trade of 88.6 million pounds in 
1962 of man-made staple fiber, filament, and 
filament yarn goods. 

In 1966, just four years later, this favor
able trade balance had actually become a 
positive deficit of 11.2 million pounds. In 
1966 the equivalent of 311 million pounds of 
man-made fibers were imported, an all-time 
record level. 

One of the facts that it is extremely diffi
cult for an American concerned over the 
future of his country to understand in re
gard to the tragic decline of the American 
textile industry is the willingness of the 
United States to surrender the domestic tex
tile industry to overseas nations without 
demanding fair treatment in overseas textile 
markets. 

Not only are American textile manufactur
ers the victims of unreasonable textile im
port tariff barriers erected by foreign nations 
but there are many other competitive dis
advantages which these countries erect to 
keep American products off the market. 

With reference to tariffs Mr. Yoso Matsu 
Natsubara, a prominent Japanese industrial
ist, declared recellitly, "Ohaos woUld reig.n in 
Japan if United States industries are al
lowed to enter our country unhampered by 
tariffs." The gentleman can make this state
ment in the face of the fact that the war
ravaged economy of Japan was rebuilt pri
marily through the generosity of the Amer
ican taxpayer. Every economic device, in
cluding tax and subsidy concessions, is used 
by foreign governments to give their manu
facturers the edge over the United States. 

I do not wish to be extremely critical of 
Japan, but I would like to point out that in 
1966 Americans bought 69 million shirts 
and 53,000,000 blouses from Japan and Hong 
Kong. In ,1951 Japanese plywood had cor
nered only 1% of the United States market. 
Today Japan has 60% of the American ply
wood market. The imports of machine tools 
from Japan are up 300% in less than two 
years. 

I point out these 'facts to give you some 
ideas of the tremendous trade advantages a 
nation can have when it is free to erect its 
own strong trade barriers and yet sell its 
products practically unhampered in another 
nation. 

I do not know what the future holds in 
store for the .Alnerican economy in general 
th,rough our iD;ab111ty to face up to the real
ities of the international trade situation. I 

In this space age, help us to conquer 
the space we have permitted to develop 
between ourselves and our fellow men. 
Close the space which separates our 
principles from our practices, our creeds 
from our deeds, and the space of which 
the prophet Isaiah complained, Your 
sins have separated between you and 
your God.-Isaiah 59: 2. 

Cast the rays of Thy divine guidance 
upon the President, the Vice President, 
the Senators and all the leaders of our 
beloved country. Enable them to solve 
in the light of Thine eternal truth the 
manifold social, economic, and political 
problems which plague our country and 
the world. In this era when our sincere 
desires for lasting peace are frustrated 
by events in Southeast Asia and the Mid
die East, when evil has captivated the at
tention of many of our generation, and 

do know, however, that we cannot continue 
to spend vast sums of money abroad in our 
military and economic effort to halt the 
spread of communism, maintain an ever
increasing Federal debt, and permit basic 
tax-paying industries. employing hundreds 
of thousands of our citizens to be destroyed. 

The unfavorable dollar gap occasioned by 
the deficit in our textile imports amounts 
at the present time to one-half of our for
eign trade deficit. Not only are excessive im
ports siphoning away the jobs of our peo
ple and reducing Federal, State, and local 
revenues, the unfavorable trade balance cre
ated by eJCcessive textile impor•ts is aotu.ally 
depleting our gold reserves which are al
ready substantially below the amount neces
sary to maintain the stability of the Ameri
can dollar at home and abroad. 

There is only one encouraging note in oui 
present international trade situation. While 
there was a time when the textile industry 
stood virtually alone in the face of excessive 
import assaults, we now have allies in the 
fight for a realistic trade policy from many 
segments of the industrial and agricultural 
economy. 

The American dairy industry, which has 
reduced its herds by 1 million cattle since 
1950, is urging import controls. The ceramics 
industry, where the importation of wall tile 
is up nearly 3,000%, is allied with us for 
relief. Even the American pharmaceutical 
industry realizes that something must be 
done to revise our trade policies. 

The steel industry, which had to contend 
with 11 mill1on tons of Japanese steel in 
1966 at a price 40% below United States cost 
of steel products, is urging controls. 

So it is with the sewing machine, office 
machine, household appliances, radios and 
electronic devices, photographic equipment, 
glass, gloves, china, watches, silver, plumb
ing, plastic, shoes-in fact nearly every seg
ment of our economy is now feeling the ef
fect of foreign competition. I am hopeful, 
therefore, that when we consider the exten
sion of the Trade Agreements Act, or Trade 
Expansion Act as they now call it, this year 
that all of these segments of the American 
economy, which are suffering by reason of 
inordinate imports, will make their voices 
heard loud and clear on Capitol Hill. 

In the past the .textile industry has been 
looked upon as a sectional industry, and we 
have not had too much sympathy from other 
sections of the country remote from our tex
tile plants. With the entire economy now 
affected, however, we may at last be in a 
position to exert a united front for relief. 

No longer is the battle against excessive 
imports the concern of isolated segments of 
our economy in our nation. It must be the 
concern of every American if full employ
ment and our standard of living is to be 
preserved. 

mankind is living "As it is with the fishes 
of the sea, the one that is larger swallow
ing the others"-Talmud Abo-dah 
Zarah-may it be Thy will to grant peace 
and mercy unto us. 

Make Thy divine prophecy soon come 
to pass when -nations "shall beat their 
swords into plowshares and their spears 
into pruning hooks"; when "nation shall 
not lift up· sword against nation, neither 
shall they learn war anymore." Spread, 
0 Lord, the mantle of peace over all the 
earth, with all mankind dwelling in 
brotherhood and tranquillity. Amen. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
·A message 1n writing from the Presi

dent of the United -States was commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one 
of his secretaries. 
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